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PREFACE 


THE present volume consists of literary texts, like Parts V and XI. 
The papyri of Lysias (1606), Hyperides (1607), Aeschines Socraticus 
(1608), and an oration on the cult of a Roman Emperor (1612) belong 
to the first of the three large literary finds of the 1905-6 season, 
which produced 841-4, &c,, and has now been completely published ; 
those of Ephorus (1610), a work on literary criticism (1611), and 
Herodotus (1619) belong to the second, which is not yet exhausted. 
Most of the other texts were found in the early part of the same 
season. 

Prof. Hunt’s continued absence from Oxford on military duties 
has prevented him from taking an active part in the decipherment and 
editing of this volume, but he has revised some of the papyri and the 
proofs. We are much indebted to Mr. E. Lobel, who has made 
numerous suggestions in the reconstruction and interpretation of the 
new classical texts, and to Dr. J. V. Bartlet for similar help in regard to 
the new theological texts. The assistance on various points afforded 
by Mr. T. W. Allen, Profs. J. Burnet, J. B. Bury, and A. E. Housman, 
Dr. C. Hude, Mr. H. Stuart Jones, Sir William M. Ramsay, Prof. M. 


. Rostowzew, and Sir John E. Sandys is acknowledged in connexion 


with the individual papyri. 

The two sections consisting of Contracts and Private Accounts, 
which were omitted from Part XII owing to want of space, are held 
over for Part XIV, which will contain non-literary documents and is in 
active preparation. We hope to issue it in the course of 1919, and that 
Mr. J. de M. Johnson’s edition of the valuable Theocritus papyrus 
discovered by him at Antinoé will be issued simultaneously. 


BERNARD? P GRENFELL. 


QueEn’s CoLLeGE, Oxrorp, 
SEPTEMBER, 1918, 
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NOTE ON THE METHOD OF PUBLICATIONS ἈΝ 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


THE general method -followed in this volume is the same as that in 
Parts I-XII. 1604 (Pindar) is printed in dual form, a literal transcript being 
accompanied by a reconstruction in modern style. In the other texts the 
originals are reproduced except for separation of words, capital initials in proper 
names, expansion of abbreviations, and supplements of lacunae. A reconstruction 
in modern form of the more complete portions of 1606-7 and 1610-12 is also 
given. Additions or corrections by the same hand as the body of the text are in 
small thin type, those by a different hand in thick type. Square brackets | ] indi- 
cate a lacuna, round brackets ( ) the resolution of a symbol or abbreviation, 
angular brackets ¢ ) a mistaken omission in the original, braces { } a superfluous 
letter or letters, double square brackets [] ]| a deletion in the original. Dots 
placed within brackets represent the approximate number of letters lost or 
deleted ; dots outside brackets indicate mutilated or otherwise illegible letters. 
Letters with dots underneath them are to be considered doubtful. Heavy Arabic 
numerals refer to the texts of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri in this volume and 
Parts I—-XII, ordinary numerals to lines, small Roman numerals to columns. In 
the case of vellum fragments the terms recto and verso are used with reference to 
the upper and under sides of a leaf, not to the hair-side and flesh-side. 


The abbreviations used in referring to papyrological publications are 
practically those adopted in the Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung, viz. :— 


Archiv = Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung. 

P. Amh. = The Amherst Papyri, Vols. I-II, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 

P. Brit. Mus. = Greek Papyri in the British Museum, Vols. I-V, by Sir F. G. 
Kenyon and H. I. Bell. 

P. Fay. = Fayim Towns and their Papyri, by B. P. Grenfell, A. 5. Hunt, and 
D. G. Hogarth. 

P. Grenf. = Greek Papyri, Series I-II, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 

P. Hibeh = The Hibeh Papyri, Part I, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 

P. Oxy. = The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Parts I-XII, by B. P. Grenfell and 
A. 5. Hunt. 

P. Ryl. = Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the Rylands Library, Vol. I, by 
AO. unt, 

P. S. I. = Papiri della Societa Italiana, Vols. I-V, by G. Vitelli and others. 


I. THEOLOGICAL FRAGMENTS 


1594. NEW RECENSION OF TOBIT xii. 
6-2 x 7-5 cm. Late third century. Plate I (recto). 


A nearly complete leaf of a diminutive vellum codex, containing Tobit xii. 
14-19 in a recension which is not extant. Another fragment of a novel version 
of this popular apocryphon (ii. 2-4, 8) was published in 1076, but is later 
in date (sixth century) than 1594, which is written in a small neat uncial hand of 
an unusually early type, resembling the hands of 656 and 1007 (both Genesis: 
Part iv, Plate ii and Part vii, Plate i). 656 is probably earlier than A. Ὁ. 250 and 
likely to be somewhat older than 1007 and 1594, being written on papyrus and 
having no contractions, whereas in the other two fragments θεός is contracted ; 
but, like 1007, 1594 was probably written in the second half of the third century. 
The leaf when complete was nearly square, and of approximately the same size 
as P. Ryl. 28 (Part i, Plate v),a fourth-century treatise on μαντική : for other 
miniature codices of biblical texts cf. 842 and 1010. No punctuation is dis- 
cernible, but a diaeresis over an initial v apparently occurs on the verso, which 
is much damaged and difficult to decipher. There are traces of what may be lines 
of ruling in the margin of the recto, which is probably the hair-side. 

There are two main Greek recensions of Tobit, one represented by the 
Codex Sinaiticus (δ), the other by the Cod. Vaticanus (B) and Cod. Alexan- 
drinus (A). The recension of &, which is fuller and more picturesque than that 
of BA, is tending to be regarded as the earlier. Besides these two there is for 
chs. vi. 9—xiii. 8 a third Greek redaction represented by three cursive MSS., and 
from vii. 11 supported by the Syriac version, which before that point agrees with 
BA. This third recension occupies an intermediate position, being allied to δὲ 
but less verbose, and is sometimes supported by the Old Latin version, which, 
like the Aramaic and earlier Hebrew versions, generally supports 8. The view 
put forward in 1076 int., that 1076 belongs to the third Greek recension partially 
preserved by the cursives, was adopted in the latest and only fully equipped 
edition of Tobit, that of Mr. D. C. Simpson in Charles’s Apocrypha and Pseud- 
epigrapha of the,O.T. i. 174 sqq.; cf. Sourn. of Theol. Stud. xiv. 516 sqq. 
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Leaving undecided the question whether the original language of Tobit was 
Greek or Semitic, he thinks that the book was composed in Egypt not long before 
170 B.C., and that the recension of δὲ is the nearest approach to the original, 
while that of BA did not reach its present form until about A. D. 180, and the third 
recension was later still. 

The conditions of the problem are somewhat altered by the discovery 
of 1594, which is on the whole much nearer to BA than to δὴ or the third recen- 
sion, here fortunately extant. In vv. 14-17, where the two main recensions 
do not greatly differ, 1594 agrees with BA against § in the insertion of ἐκ (I. 3), 
ἁγίων (1. 4; ἁγίων ἀγγέλων BA; ἀγγέλων δ), προσαναφέρουσιν (1. 3; add. τὰς 
προσευχὰς τῶν. ἁγίων BA; παρεστήκασιν 3), the omission of αὐτῶν (]. 8), and 
the insertion οἵ ἔσται (1. 12); against these can be set only the agreements with 
Nin the form ἔπεσαν (1. 8), the insertion of ἅπαντα in]. 13 (πάντα 8%; om. BA), 
and καί for BA’s ὅτι in 1.9. In vv. 18-19, where the text of δὲ is longer than that 
of BA and differently arranged, the new fragment agrees with BA in having 
ἐμαυτοῦ, not ἐμῇ, inl. 15 and in constructing πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας with ὠπτανόμην ὑμῖν 
(11. 18-19), whereas & connects the first phrase with the preceding εὐλογεῖτε 
or with an added repetition of it, αὐτῷ ὑμνεῖτε. Against this must be set the par- 
tial agreements between 1594 and δὲ as to the verb in 1. 16 (ἤμην μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν: 
om. B; ἦλθον A), and the occurrence in 1594. 20 of ἐθεωρεῖτέ με (cf. Old Latin 
videbatis me) corresponding to N’s Oewpeiré we. With the peculiar readings of the 
third Greek recension 1594 agrees against the other two in respect of the omission 
of Σάρραν in 1. 2, and of ἀγγέλων in 1. 3, the insertion of ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν in 1. 9, and the 
reading θεοῦ in 1]. 6 (θεοῦ without τοῦ μεγάλου the cursives; cf. Dec Old Lat.). . But 
elsewhere the third Greek recension follows δῷ rather than 1594, and is shorter even 
than BA in v. 19. 

The new recension has also a number of peculiar readings, such as the 
constant use of καί as a connecting particle, where BA vary the monotony by 
δέ (1.12; om. δὲ) or ὅθεν (1.17; om. δὴ) or the absence of connexion (I. 19), and 
especially the new arrangement of vv. 18-19, which avoids both the obvious 
omission in B and the redundancy of δὴ at this point. On the whole 1594, while 
belonging to the BA type of text, is distinctly better. Is this superiority to be 
explained as resulting from a revision of the BA text in the light of &, or from the 
priority and greater purity of the text illustrated by 1594, of which BA is a later 
form? The second hypothesis seems to us much the more probable for several 
reasons. In the first place 1594 is an older MS. than B or A. Secondly, the 
constant use of καί in 1594 points to a more archaic text than that of BA. 
Thirdly, the text of BA, where in comparison with that of 1594 it is markedly 
inferior, as in vv. 15 and 18, seems to have arisen out of the text of 1594, 
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not vice versa. In v. 15 the employment of ἅγιος by BA three times within 
the same sentence, referring to different persons in each case, is intolerable, 
and the addition of rds προσευχὰς τῶν ἁγίων looks like a Christian gloss on 
προσαναφέρουσιν, which is intelligible by itself, while BA’s ἁγίων ἀγγέλων (ἀγγέλων 
N; ἁγίων 1594 and the third recension) may be the result of a conflation of 
readings or of a confusion between ayiwv and aydwy, a contraction of ἀγγέλων 
found e.g. in 1603. 12. In ν, 18 1594 has ἐγὼ μεθ’ ὑμῶν οὐχ ὅτι τῇ ἐμαυτοῦ 
χάριτι ἤμην ἀλλὰ τῇ θελήσει τοῦ θεοῦ corresponding to B’s ὅτι ov τῇ ἐμαυτοῦ χάριτι 
ἀλλὰ τῇ θελήσει τοῦ θεοῦ ὑμῶν without a verb, which is supplied by A (add. ἦλθον). 
The phrase ‘your God.’_is very inappropriate in the mouth of an angel, and 
it is noticeable that the third recension, which at this point follows BA rather 
than §&, ignores ὑμῶν. The explanation is probably that ὑμῶν had really 
nothing to do with θεοῦ, but is the survival of ἤμην μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν found in both 
1594 and δὴ, and that A’s ἦλθον is merely a correction inserted to restore 
the defective grammar. 1594’s phrase οὐχ ὅτι... in place of BA’s (ὅτι) οὐχὶ... 
gives a more literary touch to the passage, and might easily cause difficulty 
to some one who did not understand that ἤμην was to be supplied with ἐγὼ 
μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν, with the result that a simpler construction was substituted. Fourthly, 
the result of an attempt to combine the merits of BA and & is partly ex- 
tant in the third recension, and though that edition now appears to have 
taken into consideration the text represented by 1594 as well as those of δὴ and 
BA (cf. p. 2), it does not coincide with 1594, and is in fact nearer to δὲ than to 
1594 or BA, just like 1076. That fragment on account of its affinity to δὲ is still 
to be considered as probably a specimen of the missing portion of the third 
recension, not as part of the recension illustrated by 1594. We are therefore dis- 
posed to regard 1594 as an earlier form of the BA text, which developed out of 
1594 partly owing to certain editorial changes, partly owing to corruptions 
introduced in the normal course of transmission. 

There remains the question whether 1594 or δὲ more closely represents the 
original text of Tobit. Owing to the small size of the fragment it is difficult to 
speak with certainty ; but with regard to the characteristics of the BA text which 
Simpson (Yourn. of Theol. Stud. xiv. 527-8) selects as evidence for the later date 
of BA it is noticeable that (1) 1594 does not tend, like BA, to avoid καί 
as a connecting particle, (2) if 1594 is less redundant than in 1]. 14-18, 
in ll. 19-20 it has a repetition which is absent from &, and (3) the two 
uncommon words in 1594, προσαναφέρουσι and ὠπτανόμην, and the unusual 
construction in ll. 14-16 are absent from §, though as a rule the BA text is more 
commonplace than that of ἃ. The δὲ text is certainly not conspicuously better 

-than that of 1594 in these six verses. The addition in δὲ of Σάρραν before 
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τὴν νύμφην in 1. 1 and the omission of ἐκ in 1. 3 and ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν in 1. 9. are 
no improvements ; ἁγίων without BA’s ἀγγέλων in 1. 3 and προσαναφέρουσι without 
BA’s τὰς προσευχὰς τῶν ἁγίων are hardly open to the inferences which Simpson 
(op. cit. 521) draws from a comparison of the ‘ angelology ᾿ of BA and δὲ concern- 
ing the later character of BA. The use of θεοῦ τοῦ μεγάλου in 1. 6 in place of N's _ 
κυρίου perhaps illustrates the ‘ tendency to emphasize the transcendental character 
of the Godhead’ which according to Simpson (/oc. cit.) serves to distinguish BA 
from &, and ὀπτάνεσθαι (1. 19), as he pointed out, came to have a definite 
Christian connotation, being found in Acts i. 3 with reference to the appearances 
of Christ after the Resurrection. But the word occurs in the LXX and Ptolemaic 
papyri, and curious linguistic affinities between Tobit xii. 16-22 and the Gospels 
(cf. Simpson’s ἢ. ad loc.) are traceable in the text of & as well as BA, so that the 
mere occurrence of ὀπτάνεσθαι does not prove much. The reading of 1594 in 
v. 18 ἐγὼ μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν οὐχ ὅτι τῇ ἐμαυτοῦ χάριτι ἤμην is defensible against N’s ἐγὼ ὅτε 
ἤμην μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν οὐχὶ τῇ ἐμῇ χάριτι ἤμην μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν : but the arrangement of vv. 18-19 
as a whole is more satisfactory in δὲ ; for πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας is more appropriate in 
conjunction with εὐλογεῖτε than with ὠπτανόμην, and the repetition εὐλογεῖτε... 
ὑμνεῖτε ἴῃ δὲ is probably better than the repetition ὠπτανόμην .. . ἐθεωρεῖτε in 1594, 
which here combines the two verbs found singly in δὲ and BA, though whether 
N’s θεωρεῖτε is superior to ἐθεωρεῖτε in 1594, here supported by the Old ~ 
Latin, is very doubtful. In 1. 3 ἀγγέλων (18) is perhaps preferable to ἁγίων 
(1594), the two words being liable to confusion as soon as contractions came 
into use (cf. p. 3). 

Our conclusion therefore is that, while the recension of δὲ is probably older 
than that of BA, δὲ had before the age of the Antonines, perhaps even from the 
earliest times when Tobit was read in Greek, a rival in the shape of the text 
to which 1594 belongs. This was largely superseded after A.D. 200 by the 
BA recension, which was based on it; but traces of the influence of the 1594 
text are discernible in the Old Latin version, which was made probably 
before 300, and the 1594 text remained sufficiently important by the side of the 
BA text for it to be used in the compilation of the intermediate text found in the 
cursives and 1076, which was designed (in the fourth or fifth century ?) as a com- 
promise between the various conflicting versions of the story. The result of the 
discovery of 1594 is, we think, to diminish somewhat the superiority in point 
of age which can be claimed for the recension of δαὶ over others, and to increase 
the respect due to both BA and the third recension, as being either based upon 
or, in the case of the third recension, influenced by an older recension which 
is independent of δὲ and may well contain some original elements. 


1594, 


Recto. 
[σα]σθαι σε και THY νυμ 
ῴφην σου eyw ειμι Ῥαφαηλ 
εἰς εκ των ᾧ αγιαϊν) οἱ προσ 


αναφερουσιν καὶ εἰσπορεὺυ 


ΧΙ". 14 


15 
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Verso. 
υμιν εσται Kat Tov Oy [ev 
λογειτε εἰς τον αἀπανίτα 
αἰωνα eyo μεθ ὑμων 18 
οὐχ OTL TH εμαυτοὺυ χαρι 


5 ovTat evwmiov τῆς δὸ 


éns tov θυ του peyadou 
kat εταραχθησαν οἱ B και 


ἐπέσαν ETL προσῶπον 


[επι τὴν γην καὶ epoBy 
το [θησαν και εἰπεν avjros 


[un φοβεισθε ειρηνη) 


γειτε Και TATAS Tas ἡμιε 


τι ἡμὴν adda τη θελη 


σει του θυ και avrov evdo 


19 


pas ὠπτανομην ὕμιν 


20 


και εθεωρειτε pe οτίι 


οὐκ εφαγον οὐδὲ επιον 


I line lost 


In place of a collation, we give the new text side by side with the three 
extant Greek versions and the Old Latin in full. 


1594. 

14 ἰάσα]σθαί σε Kal τὴν 
νύμφην σου. 1 ἐγώ εἶμι 
ἱῬαφαήλ, εἷς ἐκ τῶν ἑπτὰ 
ἁγίων οἱ προσαναφέρουσιν 
καὶ εἰσπορεύονται ἐνώπιον 
τῆς δόξης τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ 
μεγάλου. 15 καὶ ἐταρά- 
χθησαν οἱ δύο καὶ ἔπεσαν 
ἐπὶ πρόσωπον ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν 
καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν. 
αὐτοῖς Μὴ φο- 


- 2 F € ἴεν y+ 
Beto be, εἰρήνη] ὑμῖν ἔσται" 


17 καὶ 


εἰπεν 


καὶ τὸν θεὸν εὐλογεῖτε εἰς 
τὸν ἅπαντα αἰῶνα. 18 ἐγὼ 
μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν οὐχ ὅτι τῇ ἐμαυ- 
τοῦ χάριτι ἤμην, ἀλλὰ τῇ 
καὶ 


θελήσει τοῦ θεοῦ" 


cal Ν 
αὐτὸν εὐλογεῖτε. 19 καὶ 


ΒΑ. 

1. ἰάσασθαί σε καὶ τὴν 
νύμφην σου Σάρραν. 15 ἐγώ 
εἰμι 'Ῥαφαήλ, εἷς ἐκ τῶν 
€ A ς 7 ᾽ 7 
ἑπτὰ ἁγίων ἀγγέλων 
οἱ προσαναφέρουσιν τὰς 
προσευχὰς τῶν ἁγίων καὶ 
εἰσπορεύονται ἐνώπιον τῆς 
δόξης τοῦ ἁγίου. 10 καὶ ἐτα- 

4 « 4 Δ, 
ράχθησαν οἱ δύοκαὶ ἔπεσον 

JN ar SAN fe i 
(σαν £\) ἐπὶ πρόσωπον, ὅτι 
ἐφοβήθησαν. 11 καὶ εἶπεν 
αὐτοῖς Μὴ φοβεῖσθε (add 
ὅτι A) εἰρήνη ὑμῖν ἔσται" 
τὸν δὲ θεὸν εὐλογεῖτε εἰς 

Ν In 18 ey > a 
τὸν αἰῶνα, 18 ὅτι οὐ TH 
ἐμαυτοῦ χάριτι, ἀλλὰ τῇ 
θελήσει τοῦ θεοῦ ὑμῶν 


(add ἦλθον A): ὅθεν εὐ- 


δ᾿. 

14 ἰάσασθαι καὶ Σάρραν 
τὴν νύμφην σου. 15 ἐγώ 
“Ραφαήλ, 


ς \ 3 va ἃ - 
ἐπτὰ ἀγγέλων Ol παρεστή- 


εἰμι εἷς τῶν 
κασιν καὶ εἰσπορεύονται 
3 7 a Va - 

ἐνώπιον τῆς δόξης κυρίου. 
16 καὶ ἐταράχθησαν οἱ δύο 
καὶ ἔπεσαν ἐπὶ πρόσωπον 
αὐτῶν καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν. 


kali εἶπεν αὐτοῖς Μὴ 


a ? » ¢ Gen! 
φοβεῖσθε, εἰρήνη ὑμῖν' 
τὸν θεὸν εὐλογεῖτε εἰς 
πάντα τὸν αἰῶνα. 18 ἐγὼ 


ὅτε ἤμην μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν οὐχὶ 


τῇ ἐμῇ χάριτι ἤμην μεθ᾽ 


ὑμῶν, ἀλλὰ τῇ θελήσει 
τοῦ θεοῦ! αὐτὸν εὐλογεῖτε, 


Ν ΄ ᾿ ἘΜ. 
Κατὰ TATAS TAS NMEPAs 
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a“ > Ν t eee. ¢ (ΑΝ 19 Ν᾿ ἢ 
πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας ὦπτα- λογεῖτε αὐτὸν εἰς τὸν αὐτῷ ὕμνειτε. καὶ θε 


a a “ ΄ 55 (hers “ΝᾺ Γ᾿ > Ba hs 
vounv ὑμῖν καὶ ἐθεωρεῖ. αἰῶνα. 1 πάσας Tas npe- wpelTe μὲ OTL οὐκ ἔφα 


τέ με ὅτ[ι] οὐκ ἔφαγον ... 


οὐκ ἔφαγον. 


Cursives 44, 106, 107. 
14 ἰάσασθαί σε Kal τὴν νύμφην σου. 


16 ἐγώ εἰμι Ῥαφαήλ, εἷς τῶν ἁγίων τῶν 


r ν 
pas ὠπτανόμην ὑμῖν καὶ yov... 


Old Latin. 


14 tentare te et Sarram nurum tuam. 
16 Boo enim sum Raphahel, unus de 


septem angelis sanctis qui adsistimus et 
conversamur ante claritatem Det. 15 Et 
i it Ces on conturbati sunt utrique et ceciderunt 772 
πρόσωπον αὐτῶν ἐπὶ THY γῆν ὅτι ἐφο- faciem et timuerunt. 1 Et dixit wuts 
βήθησαν (ὅτι ἐφ. om. 44). 11 καὶ εἶπεν Raphahel: Nolite timere, pax vobiscum, 
αὐτοῖς, Μὴ φοβεῖσθε, εἰρήνη ὑμῖν ἔσται: Deum benedicite in omniaevo. * Etenim 
εὐλογεῖτε τὸν θεόν, 18 ὅτι οὐ τῇ ἐμῇ cum essem vobiscum non mea gratia 
eram sed voluntate Det: st ergo 
benedicite, et omnibus diebus decantate 
ei. Et videbatis me quia mandu- 
cabam... 


2 7 “ 6 ~ 16 Ν 
παρεστώτων ἐνώπιον τοῦ ὕεου. Και 


B) . 
ἐταράχθησαν ἀμφότεροι Kai ἔπεσαν ἐπὶ 


χάριτι ἀλλὰ τῇ θελήσει τοῦ θεοῦ ἐγὼ 
ἦλθον. 19 καὶ οὐκ ἔφαγον... 


8: προσαναφερουσιν: this word occurs twice elsewhere in the LXX, Judith xi. 18 ἐλθοῦσα 
προσανοίσω σοι and 2 Macc. xi. 36 ἃ δὲ ἔκρινε προσανενεχθῆναι τῷ βασιλεῖ. 

11-12, ‘That ore should be read in 1. 11 before εἰρηνη with A is improbable, the line being 
long enough without it, and similar words of connexion being avoided elsewhere in the frag- 
ment; icf. p.-3. alias just possible that v||zew should be read instead of vp in 1, 12. 

13. εἰς : ent might be read, but εἰς is regularly used in this phrase in the LXX 
and N. T. 

15. οὐχ ore: x is the only alternative to x and the vestige of the next letter suits o, but 
not ε, so that οὐκετι is an unsatisfactory reading, even if it suited the context. The traces of 
ae are slight, but suggest no other appropriate reading, so that οὐχ or: is practically certain ; 
Οἱ, int. 


20-1. οτἶι οὐκ (so &) is very uncertain, but suits the slight traces somewhat better 
than kale | ou[k (BA) or ov[k εἰφαΐγον. 


1595. ECCLESIASTICUS i. 


18 X 11-2 cm. Sixth century. 


A leaf from a papyrus codex, containing the first nine verses of Ecclesiasticus 
in the LXX, written with brown ink in large heavy round uncials of the 
type represented by e.g. Schubart, Pap. Graec. Berol. 44a (liad xxii), probably 
in the sixth century, to which documents found with or near 1595 belong. The 
numbering of the pages, if it existed in the position occupied by the numberings 


toa CCE ESIASTICUSas 7 


in e. g. 1598, is not preserved, so that it is uncertain whether this is the first leaf 
of the codex or only of a section. The beginnings of verses are marked by fresh 
lines which project slightly, and the ends by high stops apparently throughout, 
though owing to injuries to the surface these are not always discernible. The 
usual contractions for θεός, κύριος (but not in 1. 1), and οὐρανός occur. 

Verse 7 ἐπιστήμη σοφίας τίνι ἐφανερώθη καὶ τὴν πολυπειρίαν αὐτῆς τίς συνῆκεν ; 
which is generally regarded as a doublet of v. 6, is omitted, as in the chief 
uncial MSS.; but v. 5 (πηγὴ σοφίας λόγος θεοῦ ἐν ὑψίστοις, καὶ αἱ πορεῖαι αὐτῆς 
ἐντολαὶ αἰώνιοι) is retained, as in some cursives and versions (cf. ll. 16-19, n.), 
though this too has generally been rejected as a doublet of the preceding 
verse; cf. Box-Oesterley in Charles’s Apocr. and Pseudepigr. i. 318. The resem- 
blance, however, between vv. 4-5 is much less marked than that between vv. 
6-7, and since v. 4 ends with αἰῶνος, v. 5 with αἰώνιοι, the hypothesis that 
the disappearance of v. 5 is an error due to homoioteleuton has, we think, 
more to justify it than the view that it is a Pharisaic addition. In other 
respects the text of 1595 is not remarkable, the spelling and arrangement 
agreeing with NAC rather than with B. A note at the bottom of the recto 
perhaps refers to an omission. This is the first papyrus of Ecclesiasticus. 


Verso. Recto. 


ἰπα]σα copia mapa κυριου k[al τ ev ὑψιστοις" 
ἰμ]ετ auTov εστιν και αἱ ποριαι av7[ns ev 
[els Tov αἰωνα" τολαι alwvol|: 

[ap|uov θαλασσων και 2 20 ριζα σοφιας τινι ἀπε 6 
καλυφθη: 


καὶ Ta πανουργημίατα 


5 ἰσἤταγονας ὕετου και 


[n|uepas atwvos τις 


[εἸξαριθμησει" avuTns τις εγνίω' 
ἰυψος ovvov Kat πλατος 3 εἰς ἐστιν σοῴος [φοβε 9 
[γ]η5 και αβυσσον και 28 ρος σφοδρα' 


10 σοφιαν tils| εξιχνι 
ἰαἸσει" 
ἰπρίοτερα παντῶν εκτι 4 
ἰσ]ται coda: 
[kat] συνεσις φρονησε 
15 os εξ atwvos: 


[ἰπη]γη σοῴφιας λογος θυ 5 


καθηίμΊ)ενος emt τίου 
θρονου αυτουΐ᾽ 
KS avTos εκτισεν [avTnv? 9 
και εἰδεν και e€n[prOun 
σεν αὐτὴν" 
και εξεχεεν αὑτηΐν επι 


παντὰ τα εργα [avTou: 


[ἐπανῳ.. αὐτὴν} 
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9-10. kas σοφιαν: om. Syriac and Latin versions. 

16-19. This verse (5), omitted by the uncial MSS., is found in cursive 248 and others 
and in the Syro-Hexaplar, Latin, and Sahidic versions ; cf. int. 

22. πανουργημ[ατα: 50 NAC; πανουργευματα Β. 

23-4. Between these lines several cursives (not 248), the Syro-Hexaplar, Latin, and 
Sahidic versions insert verse 7 ἐπιστήμη σοφίας κτλ. ; cf. int. 

24. σοῴος : this word, though found in the Greek MSS., is omitted by Box- -Oesterley, 
Z.c., following the versions. In place of ll. 24-5 the Syriac and Arabic versions have ‘ One 
(there is) w wp hath dominion over all her treasures’. 

28, «xs: B alone of the Greek MSS. assigns this word to the previous verse. That 
avtny, the εἰ τῆς of the MSS., was added at the end of the line is not quite certain, though 
without it the line would be rather short ; cf. ]. 33, n 

29. «dev: 80 δὲς ; ιδεν ΒΑ. 

33. Whether this line, which was written in uncials by a different hand in darker ink 
but intentionally obliterated, has any connexion with the main text is uncertain. The 
readings of all the letters except the first four are very doubtful, and there are several 
ink smudges on both sides of the papyrus which seem to be accidental. If ἐπανω is right, 
the reference is perhaps to an omission by the first hand, i.e. of avrny in 1, 28 rather than 
αὐτου in }, 32. : 


1596. 57. JOHN'S GOSPEL vi. 
10-7 X 5:2 cm. Fourth century. 


A fragment from the lower part of a leaf of a papyrus codex of St. 
John’s Gospel, containing vi. 8-12 and 17-22, but with the loss of slightly 
more than half the lines. It was found together with third—fourth century 
documents, and probably belongs to the early or middle part of the fourth 
century, the script being a medium-sized semiuncial. ᾿Ι(ησοῦ)ς is the only 
contraction, and one high stop occurs (I. 41) ; pauses are indicated by a slight 
space in 1. 46, and probably by a larger space in the lacuna in 1. 49. The 
papyrus, though hardly so old as 208 (parts of i and xx) and 1228 (xv. 25- 

vi. 31) and not very correctly spelled, is interesting on account of its early 
date, being probably older than 847 (ii. 11-22 on vellum). The text is eclectic: 
in places (e.g. 1. 22), as often happens in early Biblical MSS., but tends, | 
like 847, to support B rather than ἢ, to which 208 and to a less degree 1228 
incline,or A. There are 8 agreements with B in the 10 places where B and 
®* differ, and in only 1 out of 5 places, where A differs from both δαὶ and B, does 
1596 apparently support A (1. 21, n.). A new order of words seems to 
occur in a passage where all three of the chief MSS. differ (II. 40-1, n.). 


Recto. 
14 lines lost 
15 [avrov Avdpeas ο ἀδελῴος Sipewlvos Πετροῖυ vie 8 


ἴεστιν παιδαριον wde os εἴχει mevTe aprous κρι 9 


15962 .57. JOHN’S GOSPEL VI 9 


ἰθινους και δυο oapia adjAa ταυτα τι εστιν εἰς 
ἰτοσουτους εἰπεν ο Is ποιησΊατε τους ανθρωπουΐς 10 
ἰαναπεσειν ἣν δὲ xoptlos modus ev Tw τοπίω 

20 [averrecav ovy ot] avdpes Tov αριθῖμον 
@oel πεντακισ χίλειοι ελεβεν ουΪν II 


Tous aprovs o Is xa ευχαριστησας dal 


Tov oapiov οσοὴν ηθελον ws δε 


[ 

[ 

[Kev τοῖς ανακειμΊενοις ομοιως Kat eK 

[ 

[ἐενεπλησθησαν) λεγει τοις μαθηταις alu 12 


25 


Verso. 


13 lines lost 
[xovTo πεῖραν τίης θαλασσης εἰς Καφαρναουμ Ly 
40 [klat σκοτια dn eylelylover Kat ov προς avTous 
[ε]ληλυθει o Is: ἢ τε θίαλασσα ανεμου μεγα 18 
[Ao]v mveovros διεγείίρετο εληλακοτες ou 19 
ὡς σταδιους εἰκοσι mlevTe ἡ τριακοντα θεωρου 
ἰσι]ν ἵν περιπατουΐντα ἐπι της θαλασσης 


45 και evyus Tov πλοιζου γινομενον Kat 


εφοβηθησαν ο de [Aeyer αὑτοῖς eyo εἰμι 20 
μη φοβεισθαι ηθεῖλον ovy λαβειν αὐτον 21 
εἰς τὸ πλοῖον καὶ εἶυθεως ἐγενετο τὸ πλοιον 

ἐπὶ TNS yns εἰς nly ὑπῆγον τὴ εἐπαὺ 22 


5° ριον ὁ οχλος o εστίηκως περαν τῆς θαλασσης 
ἴδεν οτι πλοιάριον ἰαλλο οὐκ yy Eke εἰ μὴ εν 


16-18. The restorations of these lines, based on 8 and B, are quite long enough, even 
allowing for the slope of the column towards the left, which is noticeable on the verso. 
Hence it is very improbable that 1596 agreed with A and many later MSS. in adding 
ev after παιδαριον in 1. 16 and δε after εἰπεν in 1. 18, 

19. xopt]os πολὺς : .50 nearly all MSS. ; πολυς xopros A. 

20, ow οι] avdpes: this, the reading of NB &c., suits the space better than ov 
ot av(Opwm)or avdpes (A &c.). - Some MSS. omit ow or οἱ, and 1596 may have had 
ot ανζθρωποι avdpes, omitting ουν. 

21. [woe (A and most MSS.) suits the length of the lacuna better than ὡς ($B). 

edeBev: ]. ἐλαβεν. 

ουἷν : so ΣΘΑ Β]) and some others; δὲ N* &c. 

22. evxaptotTnoas : SO AB and most MSS. > ευχαριστησεν Καὶ ND &c. 
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<da[kev: SO SD and some others; διεδωκεν AB and most MSS. 

23. καὶ: so SAB and most MSS. ; δε και D &c. 

40. [κ]αι σκοτια ἡδὴ εγζεἼγίονει : so AB and most MSS. ; xaredaBev δὲ αὐτοὺς ἡ σκοτια WD. 

40-I. ov προς avrous |e|AndvOer ο I(noov)s: ovme eAmh. 1(no.) προς aut. 3 ovm@ προς avr. 
ἐληλ. 0 1Τ(ησ.) B; οὐκ eAnd, προς aur. o 1(ησ.) A. There is not room for ovro here. 

41. te: so most MSS.; δὲ D &c. 

42. dieyer|pero : so Β &c.; διηγειρετο NAD &c. 

43. os: 80 δὲΒ and most MSS. ; oo AD ἄς. ; om. a few MSS. 

σταδιους : 50 $4 Vel BAB and most MSS.; σταδια N*D. 

43-4. θεωρου]σιῆν : the supplement in 1. 43 is rather long; and possibly ορω] σιν 
occurred, though no such variant is known here. Before 1(noov)v the MSS. insert τὸν, but 
there is certainly not room for [το]ν here. 

46. o de: so all Greek MSS. except 8, which has και. 

47. φοβεισθαι : 1. φοβεισθε. 

49. ἐπι τῆς γης: SO SCABD and most MSS. ; eme τὴν γὴν δὰ" ὅζο. . 

[vrmyov : so all MSS. except *, which has ὑπηντησεν. That reading is possible here, 
for the supplement (13 letters) is 3 or 4 letters shorter than would be expected, but there 
may well have been a considerable space before τή ἐπαύριον, which begins a new section. 

51. Wey: SOND &c. (ειδεν) ; εἰδον AB &c.; ἰδὼν some MSS. 


1597. ACTS OF THE APOSTLES xxvi. 


5-7 Χ 2-8 cm, Late third or fourth century. 
Plate I (verso). 


This scrap from the bottom of a leaf of a papyrus codex is tantalizing, 
for it belongs to an abnormal recension of Acts. The script is a good-sized, 
somewhat irregular uncial, which is certainly not later than the fourth century 
and may belong to the latter part of the third. M has the middle brought 
down below the side strokes; the top stroke of = is curved and the middle 
of W is slurred. θεός is contracted, as usual. Whether stops were employed 
is uncertain. All that survives is 7-10 letters from the beginnings or ends of 
10 fairly long lines which covered xxvi. 7-8 and 20, and the reconstructions 
of the lacunae are in several places doubtful; but enough remains to show 
that the text presented many novelties. In ch. xxvi D (Codex Bezae), the 
principal rival of the current text, is defective ; but in ll. 3 and 8 there are strong 
indications of agreements between 1597 and some of the variants preserved in 
Old Latin MSS., so that the fragment seems to represent a very ancient Greek 
text akin to the ‘Western’, apparently avoiding some of the difficulties of 
construction and sense presented by the current text in this chapter. That 
a piece of the ‘Western’ text of Acts should make its appearance in Egypt 
is an interesting circumstance, but perhaps not very surprising. The reading 
of D in Matt. iii. 16-17 occurred in the Oxyrhynchus Irenaeus fragment (405 ; 


1007: ΟΞ OP ΤΗΣ APOSTLES ΧΕΧΊΖΙ 11 


Part iv, pp. 264--5), and in other papyrus or vellum fragments of Acts from 
Egypt occasional agreements with D are found (in P. Amh. 8 at ii. 13, and in 
von Soden’s a ® at iv. 32). 
Verso. Plate i. 

To δωδεκίαφυλον ἡμὼν ev εκτε 7 

Via νυκτία Kal ἡμεραν λατρεύει εν ὃ 

ελπιδὶ κίαταντησαι περι ns νυν 

ενκαλουΐμαι ὑπο ἸΙουδαιων εἰ 8 


5 0 Os vexplous ἐγείρει ...... 


Recto. 


ἀπειθης TH ovpaviw omtacia αἾλλα τοις εἶν 20 


[ 
[dapackw πρωτον τε Kat Ϊερο]σολομοις Kale 
[7m TIovdara καὶ τοις εθνεσιν] exnpvéa | 

[ 


peTavoe Kal επιστρεφειν εἶπι τον Oy [ 


10 [agia της μετανοιας epya πρ]ασσοντας [ 


1-3. The ordinary Greek text is ἐν exrev(e)ia νύκτα καὶ ἡμέραν λατρεῦον ἐλπίζει καταντῆσαι 
(-noew B): περὶ ἧς ἐλπίδος ἐγκαλοῦμαι, but Cod. Gigas (13th cent.) which has zmséanter nocte ac 
die deseruiunt in spe peruentre, de qua spe nunc accusor in place of the usual xocle ac die 
deseruientes sperant deuentre, de qua spe accusor, seems to be based on a Greek text closely 
allied to1597. «Amd: in ]. 3 makes a verb, not a participle, necessary in 1. 2; but whether 
ev should be inserted at the end of |. 2 is doubtful, for it produces 20 letters in the lacuna, 
whereas in |, 1 there are only 16 in the corresponding space. Line 1 is, however, very short 
compared with the lines on the recto, and possibly a dittography or unknown variant 
occurred in the lost part of it. If so, there was no appreciable difference in the length of 
the lines on the two sides of the leaf, and not only is there plenty of room for Aarpeve: ev in 
]. 2, but ελπιδος, for the omission of which there is no parallel, can be restored instead of νυν 
in 1. 3, and βασιλεὺ inserted in 1. 4 (cf. n.). But on the whole we prefer on account of 
1, 1 to suppose that the lines on the verso are somewhat shorter than those on the recto. 

4. After Ιουδαίων, before which many cursives insert τῶν, most Greek MSS. except A 
insert βασιλεῦ ; but Cod. Gigas omits vex, and there may well have been a blank space before 
v. 8. There is no room for βασιλευ here without creating a great difficulty in the restora- 
tion of 1. 1 ; cf. the preceding n, How 1597’s recension of v. 8 was arranged is not clear. 
The Greek MSS. all have ti ἄπιστον κρίνεται παρ᾽ ὑμῖν, εἰ ὁ θεὸς νεκροὺς ἐγείρει, which is repro- 
duced in the Latin, and the omission of a line containing 71... vzw is an easy hypothesis. But 
in view of the other new readings in 1597 the passage may represent a genuinely different 
recension of a verse which comes into the context somewhat abruptly, and which Nestle 
wished to place after v. 23. 

6. Verses 9-19, which are missing at the top of the recto, would occupy 33 or 
34 lines corresponding to Il. 6-10, if the text was approximately as long as the ordinary 
one; but 1597 seems to be somewhat shorter than usual. 

4. The restorations of ll. 9-10, which are practically certain, favour the insertion here 
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of either re before καὶ with SAB (but not traceable in the Old Latin) or ev before Ἱερο]σολο- 
pots with A, but not of both. : ’ 

ka[e | τὴ Iovdaua: this restoration, though implying a new variant, suits the presumable 
length of the lacuna in 1. 8 (if καὶ rots εθνεσιν is retained) much better than als | ros Toudators, 
which would have the support of 7 omnem regionem iuders, the reading of the Cod. 
Colbertinus (13th cent.) and a corrector of the Cod. Perpinianus (13th cent.). NBA have 
πασαν τε τὴν χώραν τῆς Tovdaias, which is retained by Tischendorf in spite of the difficulty 
caused by the unexplained accusative, in later MSS. governed by an inserted ets (so von 
Soden). That 1597, which was shorter here than the current text, had καίει | es πᾶσαν τὴν 
χωραν της Iovdaas] and omitted xa τοις εθνεσιν is possible, but less likely. : 

8. εκηρυξα : απηγγελλον (SBA) is the best attested reading, and the numerous variants 
are all compounds of ἀγγέλλειν in some form. The Old Latin MSS, have adnuntare 
in some form, except the Floriacensis (6th<7th cent.) which has praedicauz, apparently 
representing ἐκήρυξα. has 

9. τὸν θ(εοὴν : τὸν ζῶντα 6. some cursives, &c. (including von Soden’s chief ‘ Pamphilus 
group); cf. xiv. 15. ; 


, 1598. I THESSALONIANS iv—II THESSALONIANS i. 
Fr. 4 8-8x6-2 cm, Late third or fourth century. 


Parts of two consecutive leaves and an unidentified scrap of a papyrus 
codex, containing I Thess. iv. 12-II Thess. i. 2 with considerable lacunae. The 
script is a large heavy round uncial of the early biblical type, not so formal and 
calligraphic as e.g. 1166 (Part ix, Plate i), but, like 406, probably of the late 
third rather than the fourth century. The usual contractions of θεός, ᾿Ιησοῦς, 
κύριος, πατήρ, and Χριστός occur. No stops are actually found, but a >-shaped sign 
is used for filling up short lines. The numbers of the pages, which are twice 
preserved (pp. 207-8), suggest that the book was a collection of St. Paul’s 
Epistles, and it is noteworthy that the usual order of these from Romans to 
I Thess. would exactly account for the preceding 206 pages. 

The text is interesting, being, as often, eclecticin character. It agrees with B 
four times against 8A, once with BA against δὴ, twice with 8A against B, once with 
NS against BA. In ll.60, 77, and 109 the papyrus clearly presented a longer text 
than any of the MSS., but in no case is the addition preserved, though fairly 
probable conjectures can be made. In 1.70 the papyrus is shorter than the MSS. 
The unidentified fragment does not agree with the ordinary text of any passage 
in either of these two Epistles. A seventh-century vellum fragment of I Thess. iii. 
6-9, iv. 2-5 has been published by Wessely (Stud. zur Palaeogr. xii. 192). 


Frs. 1+2 recto. Frs. 1+ verso. 
o¢ on 
vos ἴχρειαν exnte οὐ θελο I. iv. 13 [ovTws epxeTar οταν Aeylwow y. 3 


μεν [Oe υμας ayvoev aded 35 ἱειρηνη Kat ἀασφαλεια το]τ at 


1598. 


3 [pole [περι των κοιμωμενων 


20 


70 


80 


85 


15 lines lost 
vou Kat o[t νεκροι εν Xow a iy. 16 
ναστησοῖνται πρῶτον ε τὴ 
πειτία ἡμεις οἱ ζωντες 
οἱ περ[ιἸλίειπομενοι apa 
συν autos αἱἷρπαγησομεθα 
εν νεφελαίις εἰς amav7n 
σιν Tov Kv εἰς ἰαερα και OUT © 
παντοτε συν [K@ ἐσομεθα wo 18 
7 lines lost 


Frs. 3+ 4 verso. 
1 
υμιν και mpototiavio|ue ν. 12 
νους ὑυμων εν Κῶ Ka\t vou 
θετουντας υμας] και nyet 13 


σθαι αὐυτοὺυς elk περισσοῦυ 


[σθ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ev ἀγαπη δια τοὶ εἶργον αὖ 

[tov] εἰιρηνευετ]ε εν αὑτοις 

ἱπαρ]ακίαλουμεν de viuas a i4 

ἰδελῴοι νουθετειτε] τοὺς 

[αἸταἰκΊτίοἹυς π[α]ρα[μυθεισΊθε 

τους οἰλ]ιγοψυχίους αντεχε 

σθε των αἰσθ]είνων ev υμιν ? 

μακροθυμειτῖε προς παν 

τας ορατε μὴ τις κακον ἂν 15 

τι Kakouv τινι απίοδω ἀλλα 

Tavrote τὸ αἴγαθον διωκε 

τε και εἰς [aAAnAOUS και εἰς 

πανίτας πάντοτε χαίρετε τό 

αδιαϊλειπτως προσευχεσθε 17 

ev πίαντι ευχαριστειτε τοῦ 18 
18 lines lost 


60 


105 


IIo 


igs 


L 
Γ 


I THESSALONIANS IV—II THESSALONIANS I 13 


17 lines lost 


[Oucapevor θωρακΊ]α motel v. 8 
[ws και ayamns και] mepixepal 
ἰλαιαν eAmida σ]ωτηριας ott [| 9 
[ovk εθετο o Os| ἡμας εἰς ορί 
ἱγην adAa εἰς πἸεριποιη[σ]ιν 


σωτηριας δια τῇου kU ἡμων 


[Inv του αποθανονΊτος ὕπερ ἡ 10 


ἵμων παντῶν ὃ ιν]ὰ εἰτε γρ]η 


6 lines lost 


Frs. 3 +4 recto. 
[ σι] 


και περι ημων ἀσπαάσασθε ν. 26 


- 
4 


ous αδίελφους mavras εν 


φιληματίι αγιω ενορκιζω v 27 
μας τον Kv [avayvooOnvat 


τὴν επιστίολην πασιν τοις 


ἀδελῴίοις τοις αγιοις ὃ ἢ xa 28 


pis του [kv nuov Inv Xv με 


6 υμίων 


[pos Θεσσα]λονεικΊει 
προς ΘεσσαλοἹνεικεῖι 


ts 
5 


β 


[Παυλος και StAlovavo[s| καὶ 11,1, 1 


Τιμοθεος τὴ εκκ]λησια 


Θεσσαλονεικεων εἰν θω 


[ 
[ 
ἷπρι ἡμων καὶ κω Inv Xo 
[ 


χαρις υὑμιν Kat εἰρηνὴ] ἀπὸ 2 
18 lines lost 
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Fr. 5 (middle of a column). 


Verso. Recto. 


vol Joey 


140 kal 


1-2. θελοῖμεν : so SAB and most MSS,; θέλω some cursives, versions, and citations. 

22. ov περ ιἸλίειπομενοι : SO Most MSS.; om. FG &c. 

25. του x(vpto)v: 80 SAB and most MSS.; some others have τω Χριστω. 

26. συν: SONA &c.; εν B 

35. τοῇγ : the ε is not usually elided here. 

56. 0 O(co)s| nuas: so B with some cursives; nyas o θ(εοὴς NA &e. 

59. [Ijv: so B and the Aethiopic version ; for inv Xv, the ordinary reading, there 
is not room. 

ὑπερ: so NCAD and most others; περι N*B. 

59-60. nl pov mavr@v ? wia: om. παντων MSS. No variant except γρηγορουμεν for γρηγορω- 
μεν is known at this point, but the traces of letters in 1. 60 are irreconcilable with the ordinary 
readings, ae being nearly certain, though the other vestiges are inconclusive. 

67. προιστ]ανοἸμεΐνους : so SA, this being a common Egyptian form of the usual 
προϊσταμένους. The reading is not quite certain, but suits the vestiges better than mp]od oral- 
pe[vous, which seems to be the only alternative. 

69. και : 80 SAB and most MSS. ; wore FG. 

70. elk περισσου : ἐπε εκ περισσοῦ ΝΑ and most MSS.; ; ὑπερεκπερισσως, BD*FG. In iii, 
ro and Eph. iii, 20 there is no variant for ὑπερεκπερισσου, but in Mark xiv. 31 &BCD &c, 
read ἐκπερισσως In place of ex περίσσου. 

71. The supposed traces of ¢{p}yov are very doubtful, but no variant is known. 

72. avto: SO NO* &c.; εαὐτοις ABD? &c. 

77. αἰσθ]ενων ev υμινὴ : so Bartlet; the MSS. have nothing between acdevoy and 
μακροθυμειτε. 

82. και: SO NCB ὅο, ; om. N*AD &c. 

104. και: So BD* &c.; om. ΑἸ). and most other MSS. 

106. ενορκιζω (ABD* &c.) suits the space better than ορκιζω (ND and most others). 

109. adeAd| os τοις aytos: αδελῴοις W*BD &c.; αγιοις adeAgors SCA &Kc. 

111. After υὑμίων the papyrus may have had ἀμὴν with RA &c. 

112. The title agrees with &B*; other MSS. add ἐπληρώθη or ἐτελέσθη or ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
᾿Αθηνῶν. 

113. The title agrees with ΣῈ ΑΒ ; other MSS. prefix ἄρχεται. 

114. Σιλ]ουανοίς] : so SAB &c. ; some MSS. have Σιλβανός. 

117. In(co)|v X(pror)o: so NAB ἄς. ; ; Χ(ριστ)ω Ι(ησο)υ D and some others. 

144. This line corresponds in position to 1, 143, the upper part of the recto being lost. 
The first contraction was presumably some case of κύριος or Χριστός, but 1. 144 cannot be 
combined with 1, 117. 
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1599. HERMAS, Pastor, Sim. viii. 
24-5 X 19-8 cm. Fourth century. 


A complete leaf of a papyrus codex containing Szm. viii. 6. 4-8. 3 of the 
Shepherd of Hermas, this being the eighth Greek fragment of that popular 
work which has been obtained from Egypt, besides a few Coptic fragments ; 
cf. 1172. int. and Berl. Klassikertexte, vi, p. 16. The two pages are numbered 
72, and 73, the columns being slightly longer than those in 1172, where Szm. ii 
occupies pp. 70-1. The script of the major portion is a medium-sized upright 
semiuncial with a tendency to exaggerate the last stroke of a, x, andA. Some- 
thing seems to have gone wrong with the verso, where the original writing has 
been obliterated in ll. 5-6 and from 7 onwards, and a larger and less practised 
hand, which imitates the style of the first, takes its place up to the end of the page. 
The leaf was found with dated third-century documents, but the writing hardly 
suggests so early a date, and it-more probably belongs to the fourth century, like 
1172, than to the last quarter of the third. θεός and κύριος are contracted, as 
usual. Pauses are indicated by high stops and blank spaces. An apostrophe is 
sometimes used to mark elision or divide double consonants. 

The text is not very good, being prone to omissions, especially owing to 
homoioteleuton, as in ll. 19-20, 25, 27, 40-1; cf. ll. 3, 9, 18, 22, 24, 32, 33, 
41, 45, where 1599 is in nearly all cases clearly wrong. Other slips occur, 
e.g. inl.29. But naturally the difference of nine centuries between the dates 
of 1599 and the Codex Athous, which for this part of the Shepherd is the 
sole Greek authority, expresses itself by a number of improvements in the 
older text. In five places (Il. 9 ἐλάλησας, 20, 31, 37, 54) it supports one or 
both of the Latin versions against the Athous, which in 1. 54 had corrupted 
αὐτόν to λοιπόν, as discerned by Hilgenfeld. Of the other variants the most 
noteworthy occur in ll. 3-4, 5, ΤΙ, 25, 38, 42, 46, 48, 50, 56. Most of these 
are probably right; that in ll. 3-4 is apparently supported by the Aethiopic 
version. There are, as usual in Hermas papyri, several changes in the order 
of words (ll. 6, 30, 44, 47, 49, 52), where the evidence of the older witness is 
generally the more credible; cf. 1172. int. 

The collation with the text of the Codex Athous (ca) is based on Lake’s 
transcript in Facsimile of the Athos fragments of the Shepherd of Hermas, which 
supersedes Simonides’s transcript used by Gebhardt-Harnack and the imperfect 
collation of Georgandas. The information as to the Latin Vulgate and Palatine 
versions (1.1 and L?) and Aethiopic version (A) is obtained from Gebhardt- 
Harnack’s and Hilgenfeld’s editions. A new edition of the Shepherd is much to 
be desired. 


16 

5 

Ist hand 
Io 

15 

20 

25 

Ist hand 
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Verso. 


οβ 
απο τῶν TOLOUT@V [|zocovrer |] n (on απεϊστη]) 


ot de tas énpas Kat aonmrovs επιδεδωκοῖτες] Kat 
ouTol’ εγγυς αὑτων ησαν ὕποκριται Kat [διδαχας 


εἰσφεροντες ετεραφ' Καὶ εκστρεφοντεῖς) τοὺς 


vill. 6. 4 


δουλους του Ou: (2nd hand) μα[λἤλιστα δὲ παλιν τοὺς nuap 


τήηκοτες (2nd h.) μη αφεντες a(Ist Πυ)υτους (2nd ἢ.) μετανοειν" 


αλλα ταῖς διδαχαις ταις μώραις πειθοντες αὑτοὺς 
ovTol ουὐν ἐχουσιν ελπιδα του μετανοησαι: βλεπις 
δὲ εἰ avTwy μετανενοήηκοτες adh οτε ελαλησας 
αυτοις Tas evToAas μου" καἰι] ETL μετανοησωσιν" 
οσοι δὲ ov μετενοησαν ἀπώλεσαν τὴν ψυχὴν 
avTwv: ogo δὲ μετενοησαν εὖ avtay ayallolt 
εγ[ενοντο καὶ eyeveTo ἡ KaTOLKLa αὐτῶν εἰς 
τα τιχὴ τὰ πρωτα' τινες δὲ καὶ εἰς τον πυργ[οὴν 
aveBnoav: βλεπις ovy φησιν οτι ἡ μετανοια 
τῶν αμαρτῶλων ζωὴν εἰχεν To de μὴ μετὰ 
vonoat θανατον οσοι δὲ ἡμιξηρους επεΪ 
δωκαν Kat εν auras σχισμας εἰχον' akove πεῖρι 
avTov: οσὼν noav at ραβδα[ι] ημιξηρους Ϊ 
διψυχοι εἰσιν και καταλαάλοι μηδέποτε εἰρηνευ 
οντες εν εαυτοις" adda διχοστατουντες lav 

τοτε καὶ τούτοις φησιν επικειταίι μετανΊοια 
βλεπεις φησιν τινας δὴ ε αὐτων μεταυΐενο 
ἤκοτας" καὶ ετι ελπις ἐστιν εν αὐτοις μεταϊνοιας 
οσοι ovy φησιν εξ avtwy μετανενοηκαῖσι 
βραδυτερον εἰς Ta τιχη κατοικησωσιν" 

οἱ δὲ ov peravonowow ταις πραξεσ)ιν αὐτων 


θανατω αποθανουνται" 


Recto. 
oa 
οἷσοι dle χλωρας emidedwxores τας ραβδους avtav 


Και [oxt|opas EXOVTAS OUTOL TAVTOTE πιστοι Kal 
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aya\Oo.] eyevovto εχοντες δὲ ζηλον τινα εν 

αλἸληϊλοις περι πρωτιων καὶ περι δοξας' adda 

TAVTES οὔτοι μωροι εἰσιν εν αλ᾽ληλοις' αλλα καὶ OV 5 

τοι ἀκούσαντες τῶν εἐντολων pou αγαθοι 
35 οντες εκαθαρισαν εαὐυτοὺυς καὶ μετενοησαν 

ταχυ εγένετο οὺν ἡ κατοικῆσις αὑτῶν εἰς τον 

mupyov' εαν δὲ τις αὑτῶν παλιν επιστραφὴη 

εἰς τὴν διχοσίτα]σιαν εκ᾽ κολ᾿ληθησεται τοῦ πυργου 

Kat ἀπολεσι τὴν ζωὴν αὐτου" ἡ (wn παντῶν 6 
40 εστιν τῶν TNHpOVYTwWY τας εντολας TOU KU 

και Tas evToAas δὲ περι πρωτιων ἡ περι δοξης 

οὐκ εστιν αλλα περι μακροθυμιας και περι ταπι 

vopplo|suvns avdpos εν τοις δὲ τοιουτοις ἡ ζωὴ τοῦ κυ 

ev δὲ τοις διχοστατοις Kat παρανομοις θανατος" 
45 τῶν de επιδεδωκοτων tas ραβδους ἡμισυ χλωρας ηἡμισυ 81 

ξηρας ουτοι εἰσιν οἱ ταις πραγματίιαις avT@Y 

ενπεῴφυρμενοι καὶ τοις ayLOLS μὴ κολ᾽λωμενοι 

δια TovTo 70 ἡϊμισυ αὐτων <n καὶ TO ἡμισυ απεθανεν 

πολλοι ovY ακουσαντες τῶν EVTOAMY fLOU μετε 2 
50 vonoav οσοι ovv μετενοησαν ἡ κατοικία αὑτῶν 

els| τὸν πυργον τινες δε avTwy εἰς τελος απεστησαν 

οὕὐτο]ι ovy μετανοίαν οὐκ ἐχουσιν δια Tas πραγμα 


[ 
[ 
Tlas ylap αὐτῶν εβλασ σαν Tov KY Kal απηρνήησαντο 
ylap NEN [71] 
alvrov απωώλεσαν ovy τὴν ζωὴν αὑτῶν δια τὴν πὸ 
7 
[ 


55 νη]ριαᾳν ἣν empagav πολλοι δὲ εξ αὐτων εδιψυχησαν 3 


OUTOL οὺν ετι εχουσιν μετανοιαὰν εαν ταχὺ μετανοησῶσιν 


I. τοιουτων: so ca and 1,2: 1,1 adds ergo, A zgz/ur. ‘The termination of the word 
following τοιουτων is very uncertain; but, though the obliteration might be accidental 
instead of intentional, rowvy does not seem long enough. 

3. οὐτοι" eyyus αὑτων σαν: οὗτοι ἐγγὺς αὐτῶν" ἦσαν yap Ca, Supported by L'L? and A. 

3-4. [διδίαχας εἰσῴφεροντες erepas: διδ, ξένας εἰσῴ. ca. pravas in L'L? perhaps implies 
a different adjective, but A’s duplicem (doctrinam) seems to support erepas, for which 
cf. Gal. i 6 ἕτερον εὐαγγέλιον. The Gnostics are supposed to be meant. 

5. μαζλήλιστα : or possibly pad’ Arora. 

παλιν: om. ca, LIL, 

ἡμαρτήκοτες : ἡμαρτηκότας ca; cf. 1.9, where the accusative in -es recurs, and Jannaris, 
ist. Gr. Gram. p. 120. 


ς 
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6. αφεντες : αφιεντες ca in accordance with the other participles. 

αὐτοὺς μετανοειν ¢ μετανοεῖν αὖτ. Ca. 

4. πείθοντες : so ca and 1.} (detinentes) ; detinebant L’; seducunt A. 

g. εξ αὐτων : πολλοὺς ἐξ avr. Ca with 1, 

μετανενοήκοτες : καὶ μετανενοηκότας ca; Cf. ]. 5, n. 

ap ore: ἀφ᾽ ἧς ca. 

ἔλαλησας : 50 L'L? (periulist’); ἐλάλησα ca; nuntiatum est A. Editors prefer ἐλάλησας. 
Cf. the passage immediately preceding |. 1, where ca has ἐλάλησα, but L* implies ἐλάλησας. 

10, μετανοησωσιν : μετανοησουσιν ca; cf. 1], 26-7 and Jannaris, of. ciZ. p. 555. 

II. μετενοησαν : μετανοήσουσιν Ca ; eger int (v.1. egerunt) 11. μετανοήσουσιν 15 probably 
due to a reminiscence of ]. 10. 

ψυχην: Conv ca; vitam L*L?. 

12-3. ayadlol ey|¢|vovro" kat: om, L’. 

τό. etyev: ἔχει ca; inesse (vitam) LL’. 

18. πέρι : καὶ περὶ ca; de (his) vero LiL?. 

19-20. at ραβδα[ιἾ ημιξηρους διψυχοι εἰσιν καὶ καταλαλοι : ai ῥάβδοι καθὰ (1. κατὰ) τὸ αὐτὸ 
ἡμίξηροι διψυχοί εἰσιν οὔτε γὰρ ζῶσιν οὔτε τεθνήκασιν. οἱ δὲ ἡμιξήρους ἔχοντες καὶ ἐν αὐταῖς σχισμάς, 
οὗτοι καὶ διψυχοὶ καὶ καταλαλοί εἰσιν ca, the omissions in 1599 being mostly due to homoiote- 
leuton; cf. int. The archetype of 1599 may well have already lost κατὰ τὸ αὐτό, which is 
omitted by L? and A (4antummodo L?). 

20. μηδεποτε: ef nunguam LIL?A ; καὶ μηδὲ ca. καὶ μηδέποτε Gebh.-Harn. ; but καί 
is superfluous. 

22. kav: ἀλλὰ καὶ ca; ε΄ (his) quidem L*; nam et L?. 

23. ἤδη: om. ca, L'L?, 

24. ert ελπις EoTW εν ayToIS μεταΐνοιας : ἔτι, φησίν, ἐστὶν ἐν αὐτοῖς ἐλπὶς μεταν. Ca. 

25. οσοι ov: καὶ ὅσοι ca; guicungque vero L'; guicungue enim L?. 

peravevonkal cr] βραδυτερον : μεταν. τὴν κατοικίαν εἰς τὸν πύργον. ἕξουσιν. ὅσοι δὲ ἐξ αὐτῶν 
βραδύτερον μετανενοήκασι ca. Cf. 1]. 19--20, n. 

26. κατοικησωσιν : -σουσιν ca. (ΟἿ, 1. το, ἢ. The supposed stop may be part of the κ of 
κασι 1ὴ 1. 25. 

27. οἱ δὲ ov μετανοησωσιν : so 1.}, gut vero non egerint; ὅσοι δὲ οὐ μετανοοῦσιν ἀλλ᾽ 
ἐμμένουσι ca.. Cf, ll. 10, 19-20, and 29, nn. 

29. οἷσοι : of ca. Cf. 1. 27 where the papyrus has o for ovo. 

30. οὗτοι mavrore: πάντοτε οὗτοι Ca. 

31. de: om. ca; but sed 1,11,3. 

32. Sofas: ]. dons. δόξης τινὸς ca with L? (dzgnitate quadam); L omits guadam. Cf. 
learn. 

33. εν αλληλοις : add ἔχοντες περὶ πρωτείων ca, which edd. emend by inserting ζῆλον after 
ἔχοντες from L! habent inter se aemulationem de principatu and L? de principatu certantur. 

35. εκαθαρισαν : ἐκαθάρησαν ca. 

37. αὐτῶν : so LL? (eorum); om ca. 

ἐπιστραφὴη : ἐπιστρέψῃ ca; rediertt 1.1.2, In classical authors the passive was used in this 
sense; but cf. Matt. xii. 44 ἐπιστρέψω εἰς τὸν οἶκόν μου. 

38. εκκολληθησεται : ἐκβληθήσεται ἀπὸ ca; expelletur L'L®. ἐκκολλᾶν is not attested, but 
seems not unlikely here; cf. 1. 47 rows ayors μὴ κολλωμενοι. β and « are often very similar 
in cursive hands from the second century onwards. 

40--1. τῶν Typovvt@y tas ἐντόλας Tov κ(υριοὴυ και τας evrodas be: τῶν τὰς ἐντ, τοῦ K(up). 
φυλασσόντων" ἐν ταῖς ἐντολαῖς δὲ ca with L?; (vila enim) eorum quit custodiunt mandata domint 
in mandatis consistit L, καὶ may be a mistake for κατα, but ev tors δὲ τοιουτοις Occurs 
in: 1.15. 
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41. δοξης : δόξης τινὸς ca with L'L?, 

42. tamwopplolourns: ταπεινοφρονήσεως ca; humilitatem animac ΤΙ; animd humil. L?. 
ταπεινοφροσύνη Occurs several times in the N. Τὶ and 1 Clem. and in the Shepherd twice, 
Vis. ili, 10. 6, Sim. ν. 3. 7; but for ταπεινοφρόνησις Stephanus only quotes Tertullian. 1599 
is likely to be right. : 

43. εν Tots δε τοιουτοις : ἐν τοῖς τοιούτοις οὖν οι. + has for Il. 42-3 per patientiam . 
vitam homines consequentur. 

44. εν de τοις διχοστατοις : ἐν τοῖς διχοστάτοις δὲ Ca. ev de has been corrected. διχοστάταις edd. 

45. τῶν de επιδεδωκότων : οἱ δὲ ἐπεδωδοκότες ca, rightly. 

ἡμισὺυ χλωρας ἡμισυ ξηρας : ἥμ. μὲν XA. ἥμ. δὲ Enp. ca; LiL? invert ο2γχαῶς and αγίάχηι. 

46. ταις πραγματιαις αὐτων : ἐν ταῖς πραγματείαις Ca; negotiationibus (cnvolutt) IRA. 

47. τοις αγιοις μὴ κολλωμενοι : μὴ KOAA, τοῖς dy. Ca. 

48. και τὸ ἡμισυ απεθανεν : τὸ δὲ ἥμισυ νεκρόν ἐστι ca; aimidium mortuum estL'; dimtdiae 
mortuae sunt L?. 

49. τῶν evro\wy μου: μου τῶν ἐντ, Ca, 

80. ουν : γοῦν ca; L'L? om, ooo youv μετενοῆσαν. 

52. δια ras mpaypal reas γ]αρ : διὰ γὰρ τ. πραγμ. Ca. 

54. [αἾυτον - Hilgenfeld’s conjecture for the meaningless λοιπόν of ca is confirmed ; cf. 
ef eum abnegaverunt L*, eumque abneg. 1.3. 

56. ow: om. ca; adhuc et his est regressus qui st cito... Li; guibus adhuc per celerem 
poenttentiam regressto est L?. 


1600. TREATISE ON THE PASSION. 
22-5 Χ 7:8 cm. [ Fifth century. 


This and the next three fragments (1601-3) all come from works which 
do not seem to be extant, though in the absence of an adequate patristic lexicon, 
except for the Apostolic Fathers and Apologists, this is not quite certain. 
None of them is likely to have been composed before the third or fourth 
century. 1600, which is most of a leaf from a papyrus codex, contains part 
of a treatise on the Passion as foreshadowed in the Old Testament by 
various types such as Abel, Joseph, and Moses, and being therefore at once 
both old and new; illustrations from Deuteronomy and the Psalms are 
quoted. The verso clearly follows the recto, with an interval of perhaps not 
more than a single line at the top. The script is a good-sized round uncial 
of a formal type. The mound in which 1600 was found produced mainly 
fifth-century documents, and that century rather than the sixth is likely to 
be the date of the papyrus. The customary contractions for θεός, κύριος, and 
Χριστός occur. Pauses are indicated sometimes by high stops or blank spaces, 
but the employment of them is irregular. There are a few marginal corrections 
in a similar but not identical hand. On both sides of the papyrus the surface is 
much damaged in places. The restorations are largely due to Dr, Bartlet, who 
suggests that 1600 may come from Hippolytus, Πρὸς Ἰουδαίους. 

C2 


20 


Recto. 


Χ]αριν" o7e . 
leet adc ὃ ]. [.] meorews 
. €|K μακρου προσ 
By apa ΝΝ | οὕτω δὴ καὶ To 


του kU π͵αθος εκ μακρου 


On 


; 
i Pale a Ἰωθεν dia de τυ 
[mov δηλω ?|Oev σημερον 
[ev nu ἢ] τυγχάνει τετε 
ἱλειωμεῖνίον .1α 

TOM). pater Jas καινοῖν το] πᾷ 
ἱλαιον] νομιζο] μενοὴν 


ἵεστι ylap καινοῖν καὶ tla 


ἵλαιον τοὶ Tov KU μυστηΪ 
[pov πἰαλαιον μεν καὶ 
15 [Ta τοῖν νομὸν Katvoy | 
[de κατα τὴν χαριν ard εαἷν 
ἰαποβλεψης εἰς Τὸν τυποῖ 
[kawvjov own δια της θυ 
[doce Plws τοινυν εἰ βου «al 
20 [Aer To] Tov KU μυστήριο [ 
[yvo|va αποβλεψον [m2 
lets tolv Αβελ' τὸν δὶ aded 
[gov φ]ονευομενον εἰς 
[Tov ..]... Tov opolws 
Στ" |. . οζομενον 
[ees τοὴν Iwong: τον o 
ἱμοιως mimpackope 


[voy] εἰς tov ωυσεα 


[Tov] opotws εκτιθεΐμενον 
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’ Verso. 


τίο]ν omoljlos.... μὲ 
νον εἰς τους aAAous 
TOUS ομοιως κακῶς πα 
αποβίλεψον de 


Και εἰς τον εν [Ησαια ws 


σχόντες 


35 προβατον σφίαχθεντα 


περι 


40 


σι 


Tov παταξα τ 

και σωσαντα ἵπολλους ὃ 

Tov. aliplaros το 

δια mipolpytexns [ypagns ? 

τίο του] κυ μυστηΐριον 

- 0... μένον o μεν yap 
Mavons προεϊφητευσε 

και οψεσθε την [Kany v 

μὼν Κρεμαμενΐην ἐεἐμπρο 

σθεν των οφθαλίμων υ 

μὼν νυκτος καὶ |nMEpas 

Kal οὐ πιστευσὴητίε εἰς τὴν 
(env ὑμῶν o [de Δαυειδ 
εἶπεν wva τι εφρυαξεῖν εθνη και 
λαοι ἐμελετησαῖν κενα 
παρεστησαν οἱ βᾳίσιλεις 

τὴς γηὴς Καὶ οἱ alpxovTes 
συνηχθησαν εἶπι το αὖ 

το κατὰ τοὺ KU Kall κατα τοῦ 
Xv avrov ον... 
ες ς ὡς ἀρνίον les σφαγὴν 
ἀγομενὸν Tov |, ΠΡ 


Ἐλογισᾶντο-. «ὡς 


Fr. 2 recto. 


1600" ΘΕΈ ON SHE PASSION ai 


‘ Thus the Passion of the Lord which was (foreknown) for a long time and revealed by 
a pattern, to-day finds itself fulfilled in us . . . new which was thought old. For the mystery of 
the Lord is new and old, old in respect of the law, but new in respect of grace. But if thou 
wilt consider the pattern, thou wilt see that it is new by the giving (Ὁ) of God. If then thou 
wishest to know the mystery of the Lord, consider Abel who was killed through his brother ; 
.. . who was likewise . ..; Joseph who was likewise sold ; Moses who was likewise exposed ; 
... who was likewise . . .; the others who likewise suffered evil things. | And consider also 
him who in Isaiah was slain as a sheep, who (was ?) struck . . . and saved (many). Concern- 
ing the blood . . . the mystery of the Lord is (revealed) through prophetic writing. For Moses 
prophesied “And ye shall see your life hanging before your eyes night and day, and ye 
shall have no assurance of your life”. And David said “ Why did the nations rage and 
the peoples imagine vain things? The kings of the earth set themselves and the rulers 
took counsel together against the Lord and against his anointed”. Whom... they 
considered as a Jamb led to the slaughter .. .᾽ 


8-9. τετελειωμενον OF τετελεσμενον would be expected, but hardly fills up Ik, 9; which 
is shorter than the rest and perhaps ends a sentence. 

17. τὸν tumoy: the reading is very doubtful ; but neither παλαιὸν nor τὸ πάλαιον is Satis- 
factory, and cf. 1. 6. It is not quite certain that a fragment containing the supposed 
Ὁ of τύπον, Ὁ in ]. 18, and the top of the υ of βου and εαἱ in |. 19 is rightly placed here. 

tg. The marginal note apparently corrects εἰ βουλει to cay βουλη. Ay may have been 
written in the margin below eav or at the beginning of 1. 20, or possibly eav | [Bou]|A[q 
should be restored at the ends of Il. 19-21. δῖ is, however, preferable in 1. 21; cf. ἢ. 

21. There is a space between αποβλεψοὸν and 8[, which perhaps belongs to a marginal 
addition beginning in 1. 19; οἷ ἢ. 8[e is not wanted, ἀποβλεψον being the apodosis of εἰ 
βουΐλει (but cf. 1. 33, where there is room for Se); and 8[y is more likely. 

22, The readings after ASed are very uncertain, but τὸν ὑπὸ τοῦ | [Kaw φ)ονευομενον does 
not suit the vestiges. athe: 

24-5. «s[rov lolaak τὸν oporws ὑπὸ mp|s σφαζομενον is unsuitable, though ofouevoy does 
not suggest an appropriate word, 

32-3. παΐσχοντες: cf. 1599. 5, n. 

34-5. Cf. Isa. lili. 7 ὡς πρόβατον ἐπὶ σφαγὴν ἤχθη and Il. 56-7. 

36. παταξανΐτα : παταχθεντα would be expected. 

43-8. A loose quotation of Deut. xxviii. 66 καὶ ἔσται ἡ ζωή cou Κρεμαμένη ἀπέναντι 
τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν σου, καὶ φοβηθήσῃ ἡμέρας καὶ νυκτός, καὶ οὐ πιστεύσεις τῇ ζωῇ σου. 

49-55 = Psalm ii. 1. 

56-8. Cf. Psalm xliii. 22 ἐλογίσθημεν ὡς πρόβατα σφαγῆς and ll. 34-5, ἢ. 

59-60. This unplaced fragment, being blank on the verso, presumably came near the 
ends of lines ; but at the ends of J], 13-15 there is apparently nothing lost. It is not clear 
which way up it is to be read. 


1601. HOMILY ON SPIRITUAL WARFARE. 


1257 X 10-2 cm. Late fourth or fifth century. 


The lower part of a leaf of a papyrus codex containing a homily of some 
kind on the warfare of the soul, largely concerned with Joel i. 6 (Il. 2 sqq.) and ὃ 
(11. 23-8), but also referring to Hosea iii. 3 (Il. 29-30) and perhaps the Pentateuch 
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(1. 32). For much of the reconstruction we are indebted to Dr. Bartlet. The 
script is a medium-sized semiuncial of the late fourth or fifth century, with 
occasional high stops and the usual contractions of θεός and probably κύριος, but 
not of vids. Abbreviations are found on the recto, which probably followed 
the verso, and these perhaps occurred at the ends of lines of the verso also. 


Brown ink was employed. 


[lower tov νοῦ [ore εθνος aveBn 
ἐπὶ τὴν γὴν Tov [κυ ἰσχυρον yn 
yap φησιν αἱ ψυχίαι των αγίιων 
και ἡ Ψυχὴ του ὕιοῖυ της απωλει(ας) ὃ 


σι 


εθνος εξουσιων τίου κοσμου Tov 
του και πνευματικὴ ἐστιν ἡμιν 
ἢ παλὴ και αναβαινεῖι αὐτοῦ ἰσχυ 
ρον τυγχανον Kall avev apt 

10 θμὼν wy ἡ TeTap[Tn....... 
κατὰ τοῦτο yap λελίεκται ava 
ριθμητον τουτου δε του εθνους 
[οἱ] οδοντες λεοντῖος ott ὁ ἀντι 
[Si]kos ὕμων διαβολῖος περιπατει 


LS τῶν Karam l... seen 


HET OU τας οἷς 
Ἰπυρον we... [. 
] Kepavynon ριπτι 
lv avrwv απολλυσι 
20 Jpov περιτιθησιν de 
] omep δηλουται ev 
|rns erally] ταυτα 
θρηνησον προς με 
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σακῖκον emt Tov avdpa av(r7s) 
25 λ]εγει nv Opnver επι 
τους δικαίους Tous ev Τὴ 
] τω Om θρηνειν δὲ 
oltre ενηστευσί(αν) και εθρηνευσᾶ 
lv edey(ev) Done γυναικ(ι) πορ(νευουση) 
30 oTt KaOnon| er Epot Kat ov pn Topy(evons) 


]. tol...) + pax( ) o7t mpwr(ov) μὲν 
|. eypawer Mavons ort εαν 
εἸπιθυμί. ) την €€ εθν(ους) εκκλησιᾶ 


τ]ουτί ) ἀντι του μὴ ὡς εθνικί ) 


2-15. “.«. because “a nation is come up on the land of the Lord in strength”. By 
‘‘land” he means the souls of the holy, and the soul of the son of destruction by the ‘‘ nation” 
of the powers of this world ; and our wrestling is spiritual. And it “is come up being strong 
and without numbers”, of which the fourth ...; for on this account it has been called 
numberless. Of this nation “the teeth are those of a lion” because your adversary 


the Devil walketh about seeking to devour .. .’ 


1. Ἰωμεῖν : the first and third letters might be o, and the same applies to Ἰωμεν in 1. 2. 

2-3. Cf. Joel i. 6 ὅτι ἔθνος ἀνέβη ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν μου ἰσχυρὸν καὶ ἀναρίθμητον, ot ὀδόντες 
αὐτοῦ ὀδόντες λέοντος, καὶ αἱ μῦλαι αὐτοῦ σκύμνου. 

6. ς of εθνος has been corrected. 

7-8. Cf. Eph. vi. 12 ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν ἡμῖν ἡ πάλη πρὸς αἷμα καὶ σάρκα, ἀλλὰ... πρὸς τὰ πνευ- 
ματικὰ τῆς πονηρίας. 

13-15. Cf. τ Peter ν. 8 6 ἀντίδικος ὑμῶν διάβολος, ὡς λέων ὠρυόμενος, περιπατεῖ ζητῶν τίνα 
καταπίῃ. 

18. κεραυνηση : κεραυνοῦν is known, but apparently not κεραυνεῖν. 

23-4. Cf. Joel i. 8 θρήνησον πρός με ὑπὲρ νύμφην περιεζωσμένην σάκκον ἐπὶ τὸν ἄνδρα αὐτῆς τὸν 
παρθενικόν. There is not room here for περιεζωσμενην, unless it was contracted, and certainly 
not for ὑπερ νυμῴφην as well, so that the quotation was probably not verbal; cf, 1]. 2-3 and 
29-30, nn. 

29-30. Cf. Hos. iii. 3 καὶ εἶπα πρὸς αὐτήν, Ἡμέρας πολλὰς καθήσῃ ἐπ᾽ ἐμοί, καὶ οὐ μὴ 


πορνεύσῃς . .. 
1602. HomILy To MONKS. 
12-5 X 10-8 cm. Late fourth or fifth century. 


A leaf of a vellum codex containing apparently the beginning of a sec- 
tion of a homily to ascetics on the spiritual warfare as illustrated by the 
history of Israel. The vellum is stained and shrivelled in places, rendering 
the decipherment sometimes difficult, especially on the verso (the flesh-side ?), 
where the ink is fainter; and we are indebted to suggestions of Dr. Bartlet 
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for several readings. 


THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 


The script is a good-sized uncial of the early biblical type, 


not quite as old as 406 (Part iii, Plate i) or 849 (Part vi, Plate i), but pro- 
bably of the late fourth century rather than the fifth. O is written small and 


the middle of W is slurred, as in 1597 (Plate i). 


Stops are freely employed, 


these being generally in the middle position, but double dots and a mark like an 


apostrophe are also used. A breathing is inserted in ]. 4. 


θεός, Ἰησοῦς, Ἰσραήλ, 


κύριος, πνεῦμα, and Χριστός are contracted. Some remarkable expressions occur 


in ll. 32-7. 


Recto. 
στρατιωται Xv. akovoate πὸ 
σακις EK χειρὸς ἀνομὼν ὁ 
Os εἐρρυσατο τον Ind. και με 


Ε Ξ 
XPe Ov Ta προς TOV KV ETN 


δι 


ρουσαν οὐκ απεστὴ aT αὐτῶ: 
εκ χειρος yap Φαραω ecw 
σεν QUTOY OVTOS ἀνομου- 
και Dy βασιλεωΐς αἸνοσιοτε 
ρου: καὶ Αδαρ. μετῖα των αλλο 
10 φυλων. και emer Ta πρὸς θν 
ετηρουσαν. ετι εδωκεν 
auTols εκ καρπου τῆς ἴσχυ 
ὃς επαγγειλαμενος γὴν 
Xavavaiov. καὶ ὕπεταξε 
I5 autos τοὺς αλλοφυλους. 
Και μετ αὑτὰ OTH εν Τὴ ε 
ρήμω και τὴ ανυδρω [και] 
παάρεσχεν : ETL τουτοις 
προφητας εξεπεμψεν- 
20 Κηρύυσσειν TOY ΚΡ ἡμῶ 


nN 


30 


[}] 


Ou 


Verso. 
Xv Iv οιτινες κατα ταξιν 
καὶ κληρον (Kal) μερισμον λα 


5 
βοντες mva Χρυ καλοπαθοῦ 


τες ὑπὸ Tov λαοῦ ανηρεθὴη 
σαν. ανηρεθησαν᾽ αποστᾷ 
τες πνὸς ζωντος κατὰ 

τας ἰαν͵ομιας αὐτῶν" eo 
φαληϊσαν)] της Κληρονομι 
ας. TNS αιωνιου- καὶ νυν a 
δελφ[οι] μειύατε νικηται: 
μεινία]τε ews αν ὑπομεινᾶ 
τες κίυ]ρωμεν THY προσελεὺ 
σιν τὴν προς Κν: και σὺμ 
φυτον καὶ οπλον evdo 
κιας λάβωμεν Xv Iv. 
ὕπερ ἡμῶν φυντα εαυτὸ 
yne [[και]} ουτως ὡς εστιν- 


και παραλαβετε τον λογον 
οτι πνὰ Suvapews em ε 


αυτο 


40 TXaATO τῶν Καιρῶν . 2 « « 


‘ Soldiers of Christ, hear how often God delivered Israel from the hand of the lawless, 
and while they kept the things pertaining to the Lord He did not withdraw from them—for 
He saved Israel from the hand of Pharaoh the lawless, and from Og, a more unholy king, 
and from Arad with the men of other nations, and when they kept the things pertaining 
to God He still gave to them from the fruit of strength, having promised to them the 
land of Canaan, and He subjected to them the men cf other nations—and again how 
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He supplied them in the desert and waterless place, and in addition He sent forth prophets 
to herald our Lord Christ Jesus, men who receiving in order and lot and due portion 
the spirit of Christ and suffering ills from the people were put to death. They were 
destroyed because they departed from the living Spirit after their own lawlessness ; they lost 
the eternal inheritance. And now, brethren, remain conquerors. Remain until having 
endured we attain the approach unto the Lord, and receive as innate and a shield 
of well-pleasing Christ Jesus, Him who planted Himself for our sakes on earth so as He is; 
and accept the word, because a spirit of power in the last time .. ”’ 


4. ernpovoay : this form of the imperfect was introduced in the second century B.c. ; cf. 
Mayser, Grammatth d, griech. Pap. aus d. Ptoleméerzett, p. 323. 

9. Αδαρ μετα των αλλοφυλων : ᾿Αδάρ is a Jewish month, not a proper name, and seems 
to be corrupt, probably for ᾿Αράδ the Canaanite (Numb. xxi. 1-3). 

12. καρποὺυ τῆς ἴσχυος : a phrase apparently meaning ‘ spoil’. 

17. καὶ has dots above it ; cf. 1. 37. 

23. The correction (if the supposed vestige of « above the line is really ink) may be by 
the first hand. 

25. avnpeOnoay : the subject reverts to αὐτοῖς in |. 15, i. e. the Jews. 

32-5. We have not been able to find a parallel for the expressions in these lines. 

36. φυντα is used transitively, as if it were gucavra. The traces suit @ very well. 
Cf. ἔφυ for ἔφυσε in two British Museum Greek inscriptions, nos. 1004 and 1074, discussed 
by J. A. R. Munro in Class, Rev. 1917. 142. 

37. γηι: the dots above καὶ indicating deletion are clear, but the scribe does not seem 
to have also placed dots over yn. He (or the preacher) apparently meant ev yn. ava 
cannot be read instead. For γῇ as equivalent to human nature Bartlet compares Barn. vi. 9 
ἄνθρωπος yap γῆ ἐστιν πάσχουσα. 

38. λογον: i.e. the preacher’s discourse probably, rather than the Gospel. 


1608. HOMILY CONCERNING WOMEN. 
21-I X 13-3 cm. Fifth or sixth century. 


The upper part of a column of a roll written in a large sloping uncial hand 
of the fifth or sixth century with light brown ink. The subject is a diatribe, 
addressed probably to ascetics, against the female sex, through whom the Evil 
One is wont to exert his wiles. Examples from the Bible are cited in 1]. 1-11, 
a passage which seems to be modelled on Hebr. xi; the rest consists of a more 
general condemnation. A contraction ay(ye)Aovs and stops in the high and (more 
commonly) middle position occur. 408 (Afocalypse of Baruch; Part iii, Plate 1; 
fifth century) is a somewhat earlier specimen of this type of uncial, of which sixth- 
century specimens in smaller hands occur in P. Cairo Maspero 67097 verso 
(i. Plates xxviii-ix) and 67177 verso (ii. Plates xix—xx). 


[. . . yuvatk ?|a του Ουριου δεῖ 
πες: ἐν]. ν δια yuvatkos τοῖν σοφωτατον 
[Σ οἸλ᾽οίμωνα προς παραβασιν [mapynyaye ? 
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δια γυναικος τον ανδριωτίατον Σαμψων 
5 ξυρησας ετυφλωσε' δια γίυναικος τοὺς 
vious λει του ιερεως εδαφίισας εκτανε ? Σ 
δια γυναικὸς Tov ovpavoy [......... 
εδιωξε: δια γυναικὸς τοῖν ... . «--- 
Ιωσηφ εν φυλ(ακγη δεσμευσαΐς .. . . «.-. 
10 δια γυναικὸς Tov mwavrom|........- 
Ιωαννην amerepev. τι Sle vp Epo 
δια yuvatxos τοὺς ayAous [........ Ka 
τεβαλε: dia γυναικος mavTals........ 
παντας φονεύει: παντὰς ατίιμαζει ὃ 
15 γυνὴ yap αναιδης ovdevos φείιδεται ? 
ov Aevitny Tia: οὐκ ιερεα olv.. 
ov προφητην αἰδειται: πίαντων ..... 
κακιστον γυνὴ πονηρὰ ἱπ]αντίων ..... 
εαν δὲ και πλουτον εἐχὴ τὴ ποιϊήρια αὑτῆς 
20 ἰσυϊνεργουντα' δισσον To κακοῖν ........ 
[.]rog@ . [.] . αϑεραπεῦτον [......... 


. . . . . . ean . 


‘... the wife of Uriah ...; bya woman he turned aside the most wise Solomon (9) to 
transgression ; by a woman he shaved and blinded the most brave Samson; by a woman he 
dashed to the ground and (slew) the sons of Eli the priest ; by a woman he . . . and perse- 
cuted heaven; by a woman he bound the most... Joseph in prison and. ..; by a woman 
he cut off the head of the all... John. What shall I say to you? By awomanhe... 
cast forth the angels; by a woman he .. . all, he slays all, he dishonours all. For 
a shameless woman spares none . . ., honours not a Levite, reverences not a priest, 
not a..., nota prophet. A wicked woman is the worst of all (ills ?), the ... of all; and 
if she also have wealth as her ally in wickedness, the evil is double . . .’ 


7. There is hardly room for more than a participle at the end of the line. Gen. vi. 
1 sqq. seems to be referred to; cf. 1. 12 and II Peter ii. 4. 

IO. mavton[: Or ravroy|. παντοπίαθη by itself is too short, but another word may have 
fo owed. 

12. Possibly [ar ovpavov κα[τεβαλε: cf. 1. 7, n. 

14. ΠΩΣ is rather short and ἀτίμους ποιεῖ can be read; οἵ, 1. 15. 

15. φείδεται; or pelopern.... 

16. ofv πρεσβυτερον and o[v« αποστολον are rather long, but ofv βασιλεα is possible. 

Τὴ: Perhaps πΐαντων κακων OF ζώων. 

21. € can be read in place οἵ ᾧ τὸ ἕωον αθεραπευτον is too short, but it is not quite 
certain that a letter is lost before ro. 
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1... ΝΕΝΝ CLASSICAL FRAGMENTS 


1604. PINDAR, Dithyramibs. 


1 το τὸ xX 25:5 cm: Late second century. 
Plate I (Er,, i). 

To the valuable papyri of Pindar already obtained from Oxyrhynchus 
(cf. 1614. int.) have now to be added two fragments of a roll containing his 
dithyrambs, an important section of the poet’s works hitherto represented only 
by the first 18 lines of an ode for the Athenians about Semele (Fr. 75 Schroeder) 
and a few short quotations. Two of these from the same dithyramb fortunately 
occur in the papyrus, thus establishing its authorship and character, while another 
Pindaric citation from an unspecified ode is also present. The larger fragment 
contains the middle portion of two columns, of which the first comes from a point 
near the conclusion of a dithyramb probably for the Argives, the second from the 
beginning of a dithyramb for the Thebans. The smaller fragment belongs 
to a third ode, possibly for the Corinthians, and may have preceded the other 
two instead of following them. According to the βίος Πινδάρου prefixed to the 
Codex Vratislaviensis there were two books of his dithyrambs, and the scholiast 
on Οἱ xiii. 25 states that in the 1st (book) Pindar attributed the discovery of the 
dithyramb to Thebes (Fr. 71). This claim is likely to have been made in an 
ode for the Thebans, which may well have been the second of the three poems 
in 1604. If so, all three odes probably belong to the rst book. Little can 
be made of the first and third dithyrambs owing to the loss of the beginnings of 
lines, but the first 30 lines of the second are nearly complete. In the recon- 
struction and interpretation of this difficult papyrus we are indebted for a number 
of valuable suggestions to Professors J. B. Bury and A. E. Housman, Sir John 
E. Sandys, Mr. H. Stuart Jones, and Mr. E. Lobel. 

The dithyramb according to the usual view, which has recently been disputed 
by Professor Ridgeway,! was originally a song to Dionysus, as the paean was a 
song to Apollo, but enlarged its scope in the time of Pindar’s predecessors, Lasus 
and Simonides. The latter wrote dithyrambs entitled Ewropa and Memmnon, and 
perhaps one on Danaé, if the well-known fragment about her comes from 
a dithyramb rather than from a θρῆνος. Pindar and Bacchylides belong to 
the middle dithyrambic period. Later dithyrambic poets exercised greater 

1 Class. Rev. 1912. 134-9, Class. Quart. 1912. 241-2. 
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freedom in their choice of subjects, and in Roman times ‘ dithyramb’ seems 
to have been applied to any lyric poem which contained a narrative concerning 
the heroes ; cf. Plut. De Mus. 10 and Jebb, Bacchyl. p. 39. Concerning the form 
and character of the dithyramb hardly anything was known before the discovery 
of the Bacchylides papyrus; but in this the last seven odes (xiv-xx Blass ; 
xix and xx are mere fragments) are generally regarded as dithyrambs, though 
this classification of them is not altogether free from doubt, for, while xvi is 
called a dithyramb by Servius (c. 400 A.D.) and in 1091, it is in fact a paean to Ὁ 
Apollo, and xix might be a ὑμέναιος. The titles of these odes are ᾿Αντηνορίδαι ἢ 
“Ἑλένης ἀπαίτησις, [Ἡρακλῆς], Hideo. ἢ Θησεύς, Θησεύς, Ἰώ (AOnvaiors), das (Λακεδαι- 
μονίοις), and [Κασσάνδρα 9]. Dionysus is introduced only in xviii, the essential 
feature of these poems being the presentation of a myth. The metre is in 
only one case (xiv) dactylo-epitritic, which is generally employed in ‘the epi- 
nician odes; but the division into strophes, antistrophes, and epodes is found 
in four out of the five well-preserved dithyrambs, the fifth having only strophes. 
The introduction of ‘ free verse’ (ἀπολελυμένα), not in strophes, is ascribed some- 
times to Melanippides, a younger contemporary of Pindar (so Jebb, of. czt. p. 46, 
Weir Smyth, Greek Melic poets, 1111), sometimes to Lasus, or to Pindar himself 
(Crusius in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. ν. 1214) on the evidence of (1) Horace, 
Odes iv. 2.10 seu per audaces nova dithyrambos verba devolvit numerisque fertur 
lege solutis, (2) Pseudo-Censorinus, c. 9 Pindari... gui liberos etiam numeris 
modos edidit, (3) Fr. 75 about Semele, which is thought to be in ‘free verse’, 
(4) Pindar’s reference in Fr. 79 to his predecessors’ poetry as cxoworevera, which 
has been supposed to imply division into triads as contrasted with his own verse. 

The new find, so far as it goes, does not contribute much to support Horace’s 
description of Pindar’s dithyrambs. Apart from σχοινοτένεια (II. 1) there are 
only two new words εὐάμπυξ (I. 13) and ἀκναμπτεί (III. 12). Dithyramb I 
was certainly arranged in triads, II either in triads or, less probably, in strophes, 
while the remains of III are not long enough to show the arrangement. Hence, 
in the absence of any definite evidence for supposing that Fr. 75 is in ‘free verse ’, 
that fragment can quite well be regarded as parallel to the first strophe of II, 
which is of about the same length. Fr. 79 happens to occur in IJ, and the 
recovery of the context of that passage so important for the history of the dithyramb 
shows that Pindar was not referring to the distinction between triads and ἀπολελυ- 
μένα. The metre of II, and probably of III also, is dactylo-epitritic, that of I 
logaoedic, like Fr. 75. There are some irregularities (cf. II. 4-6, 8-11, 12, 13-14, 
15~16, 19, 30, nn.), but hardly more prominent than those in the epinician odes. 
With regard to the subjects of the dithyrambs, the title of II was ‘ Heracles 
the bold or Cerberus’, an episode also treated by Stesichorus (Fr. 11), another 
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exploit of Heracles being treated by Bacchylides (cf. p. 28). I was appa- 
rently concerned with the deeds of an Argive hero, perhaps Perseus. The 
subject of III is uncertain, for the extant fragment comes from a part of the 
dithyramb in which Dionysus was apparently addressed. He is also promi- 
nent in II, and is referred to in I, so that Pindar’s dithyrambs were clearly 
more of the nature of Dionysiac odes than those of Bacchylides. There is no 
trace of any of the three odes having taken the form of a dialogue such as 
Bacchyl. xvii. On the whole the impression created by the new find is that 
Pindar as a dithyrambist was distinctly conservative, and the innovations 
introduced in the fifth century B.C. were not due to him. 

The papyrus was found in the mound which produced 1082-8, 1231, 1233-4 
&e., but it is doubtful whether it belonged to that collection of lyric and 
other texts. The handwriting is a medium-sized, rather square and sloping 
uncial resembling that of 228 (after A.D. 185; Part ii, Plate i) and the 
corrector who inserted two missing lines in 1234. 2. ii (Part x, Plate iv). That 
the main text was written before, not after, 200 is made probable (1) by the 
title of II, which is in a small cursive hand employing y-shaped ἡ and appa- 
rently different from that of the main text, (2) by the numerous scholia in 
another, still smaller cursive hand, referring to questions of reading or interpre- 
tation. These marginalia, which are practically contemporary with the main text, 
are very similar to those in 1234, and seem to belong to the second century 
rather than the third. The main text was originally corrupt in not a few 
passages, especially in III, and has been subjected to considerable revision. 
One of the correctors, who is responsible for the readings above the line in 
II. 27 and III. 9 αν, is possibly identical with the original scribe or with the 
writer of the title, but more probably different. A second corrector, to whom 
we should assign all the other interlinear readings, is certainly distinct from 
the original scribe, the first corrector, and the writers of the title of II and 
the scholia. A few mistakes of spelling have escaped correction; cf. II. 8— 
ΤΙ, 21, nn. An elaborate coronis, similar to those in 1284, occurred at the 
beginning of II, but there is no paragraphus after II. 18, where it would be 
expected. Accents, breathings, and marks of elision or quantity are not 
infrequent, being mostly due to the first hand, but in some cases added by 
the second corrector. The stops (high points, except two in the middle 
position in I. τὸ (?) and II. 14) seem to be all due to the first hand, like the 
occasional diaereses. 

I. Only the upper part of the column is of any value, but the slight 
traces of ll. 25-38 are sufficient to show that they correspond to ll. 11-24; 
cf. the reference to the antistrophe in 1. 20 schol. Lines 1-10 evidently belong 
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to the penultimate epode, which may have begun several lines earlier. The 
concluding epode is lost. To judge by the length of lines in II, not more 
than τὸ letters (i.e. 4 syllables) would be expected to be lost before Il. 7-12, 
and 2 more letters before ll. 2-6 and 13-17. A shorter lacuna at the begin- 
ning (4 letters) would suit 1. 15, but in 1. 14 one or two words seem to be 
lost before ἀέ]ξετε. That the poem was for the Argives is indicated by the 
references in ll. 6-7 to the building of a city (Tiryns or Mycenae?) by Cy- 
clopes in Argive territory, and in 1. 9 to the house of Abas. The mention 
of the Gorgons in 1. 5 suggests that Perseus was the subject, and possible 
mentions of Danaé and Acrisius or Proetus occur in ll. 1-3; but Phorcus himself 
(1. 5), apart from his being the father of the Gorgons and Graeae, is not known to 
be specially connected with the Perseus legends. The new strophe apparently 
introduces a change of subject. After a reference to the Dionysiac gathering 
and an address to the Muses, in |. 15 begins a narrative of an adventure of 
some one who seems to be newly mentioned. Phorcus and probably the 
Gorgons again occur, and Bury would refer this passage, not ll. 1-10, to 
Perseus. The approach of the end of the ode and some parallelisms with 
Fr. 75 suggest that Dionysus himself might be meant. . Possibly Frs. 254 and 
284 are to be connected with this poem; cf. ll, 1 and 17, nn. The metre is 
logaoedic. Some of the lines (e.g. strophe 1 and 3) might be regarded as 
ending in dochmiacs, but these belong to tragedy rather than to lyrics. 


Strophe Epode 
Some lines lost (?) 
-ϑτυπυσυυ--πυ- Ἰυυυυ[-Ὁ 
: Ἰυυ - Ἱπυ-- 
Ἰυυ-π πω ju Puv-¥/ 
υἱπυυω----ωυ ---- Ἰπυυ- | 
5 πυϊυ--͵σἀπυπυξυ - δ Ἰπυυυυπ-πυ[- 
ὩὩπουππυωπυ - -- ¥)--vUu- Pf 
——?J—-— uuu pul 
ae ἹἸπυπυυνυπτυ 
j-vur es Pe eee 
10 Ju r—vue τὸ [os 
ee 
ω 
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II. This dithyramb for the Thebans was evidently well known in antiquity 
on account of its opening reference to the σχοινοτένεια ἀοιδή and σὰν κίβδηλον, 
which is quoted by several writers (Fr. 79*) and enables 1]. 1~3 to be re- 
stored. Another passage a few lines later (Fr. 79°), quoted by Strabo alone, 
had been much corrupted in the MSS. of that author; in a third fragment 
which occurs (Fr. 208) there are also marked differences between Plutarch’s 
citations and the text of the papyrus. Frs. 81 and 249 also have some points 
of connexion with II, but are probably from different poems; cf. 1. 1, marg., 
n. The ode begins with a contrast between the older and newer form of 
dithyramb in favour of the newer, which claims inspiration from the festival 
held in honour of Dionysus at Olympus itself (ll. 1-8). There follows in 
ll. 8-23 a picturesque and vivid description of the celestial festival, and a 
characteristically grandiloquent reference to the poet himself, which leads to 
the subject of Thebes and the ancestry of Dionysus, whose mother Semele 
was the daughter of Cadmus and Harmonia (ll. 23-30). The poem breaks 
off shortly before the end of the antistrophe, where Dionysus himself was 
apparently being addressed. An epode probably followed; cf. p. 28. The 
metre is dactylo-epitritic, like that of Fr. 74°, a corrupt quotation from 
Pindar found in Epiphanius, which has been assigned by Schroeder to the 
dithyrambs. The main subject of the poem, Cerberus, is not reached. 


Strophe. 
-ω-Ξ- υυ-πνυυ-- IO -ωυὭο-.-πτπυυπυυ--Ὁ 
που ---- πῳω--π- πὸ -- -- 

ΜΝ 
πω-π-π HUH HK HU ae. -“.οὠὐὐ-Ξ--ω--- --ὧοὐὖὐ - 
υωυυ-- ππω----- --ῷᾷα͵΄Ἧ --᾿ἸΞ υυ-υυ-Ξ-ωυπ-π - πὸ Ξ 

5-τ-υυωυπωυ-ς -ὸυ-Ξ -ὦ -- 
SS VV SU SS) τ τ OS 
-υ- -ι eur Ua COC enon 
Y 
π“ωυω----πο---- τ--οῷὡ|όΉ -- - -ου-- ππυωπωυω -- 5 
UV Se πωυ-π-π-πω--- --ῆὴοὉα -- 


III. In this dithyramb about 10 letters seem to be missing at the beginnings 
of ll. 5-14, and about 5 more in ll. 15-25. There is no metrical correspondence 
in ll, 1-21, and whether 11. 22-6 correspond to some of ll. 1-10 or not is 
uncertain. Probably part of the fragment belongs to an epode, unless indeed 
this poem was in ἀπολελυμένα. Dionysus is apparently addressed in Il. 6 sqq., 
being invited to join in the festival celebrated at a certain city. Bury would 
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regard this as Corinth on the evidence of the ‘ neighbouring rock’ (1. 10) and 


some other indications ; cf. Il. 14-15, 18, 22, nn. 


The metre is apparently 


dactylo-epitritic, with perhaps an admixture of other rhythms. The scheme 


of Il. 3-19 is 


|-Pu-vu¥ 12 1Ξ5- ποὺ Ἑ 
ee τὸς 
5 Ἰυυ-υτυυυς- Jun-=- ui 
Fea. Cols Plarem: 
Jerodarel 
Ἰνλεγοντωνΐ 
Πιονανακταῖ 
Ἰλειβομενονδ.. Ϊ 
5 Ἰυσεπατεραγοργονΐ 
Ἰκλώπων'πτολισᾳ : [ -Jay. σηντοοιδιδοδιοραυτωι 
Ἰνεναργειμεγαλωι.. . [ ert 
Ἱποιζυγεντεσερατᾶιδομον ὦ a 
Ἰντάβαντοσ 
1Ο Ἰλε εν" τουσεξενιζοντοοικυκλωπεσδιονυσιάκον 


Ἰδαιμονων βρομιαδιθοινᾶιπρεπει 
Ἰκορυῴαν 
Ἰθέμεν: ευαμπυκεσ 
Ἰξετετιμοισαιθαλοσαοιδᾶν 
15 Ἰγαρευχομαι"λεγοντιδεβροτοι 


αι ἐρκοσ 
Ἰαφυγοντανινκεμελαναλμασ 


Ἰφορκοιο'συγγονονπατερων᾽ κορᾶν 


iy 


? 
Ἰποντ᾽ ἐμολον" 


20 |. τανέαν avi]. % οΠοὃὮι 
Σ Ἰρωμενον" nna 
Ἰμον 
Ἰλεγοεπεπιμαχον 


25 Ἰεραν 
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ees τ 
Ἰυπ-ιν- τὸς Ἰ-υπυτιὶ 
ee Rye 
Cae OS ye 
fo 1ο-- οὐ Su | JuPuuna[u-? 
Oe ose 
I. [APTEIOIS,| 
1 ἀπὸ Aaval ἐπ. a 
Ἵν λεγόντων [ 
Ἰιον ἄνακτα [ 
1 λειβόμενον 6. [ 
5 joe πατέρα Τοργόν[ων 
Κυϊκλώπων: πτόλις ἀρ[ά οἱ — Jav. ς ἦν τὸ of δι᾿ ὃ οὕ(τως) διοί ) αὐτῷ, 
nS i ἀγνοήσαντες δὲ το(ῦτο) ὡς σολοικισμο(ῦ) 
ly ἐν Ἄργει μεγάλῳ ..Ϊ ὄντος μεταγρ(άφουσιν) εἰς οἵ. 


Ἶποι ζυγέντες ἐρατᾷ δόμον 
γ PST Ee RCOl 
jr Ἄβαντος, 
10 τοὺς reer. τούς" ἐξενίζοντο οἱ Κύκλωπες. Διονυσιακόν. 
> Vd 7 7 4, 
1 εὐδαιμόνων βρομιάδι θοίνᾳ πρέπει 
2 | κορυφὰν 


στρ. B 


3 1 θέμεν: εὐάμπυκες 
4 aél€er ἔτι, Μοῖσαι, θάλος ἀοιδᾶν 
15 5 ὕμμι] γὰρ εὔχομαι. λέγοντι δὲ βροτοὶ 
6 ja φυγόντα νιν καὶ μέλαν ἕρκος ἅλμας 
7 Koupav ἢ] Φόρκοιο, σύγγονον πατέρων, κορᾶν 
8 Ἰν 
9 mov τ᾽ ἔμολον, 
ἮΝ a 1.- ἂν ἐὰν eae ἐν Stet Sed 
1 Ἰρωμενον. 
12 — vjtov 
13 ] Aeyd(pevov) ἐπ᾽ ἐπίμαχον. 
14 —| 
25 I ——y —v uv -- --Ἰεραν 


D 


ἀντ. B 


34 


30 


38 


θρασί 


Io 


15 
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Two lines lost 


|reAeTato" 
Jav οκενπερισσοτ 
]Ἰ. ναιατο 
Ἱμανθανατονΐ 
] 
paw 


] 


πα Coleitablatems 


$n 


8.6 

καιτοσαῖΐ 

διαπεπ. )α. . «6... 4.46. Ἰπυλαᾳὶ 
κλοισινεαιίϊ. «+s. Ἰιδότεσ 

δίαν βρομιουΐ. .. (Ἶχαν 


v 
καιπαρασκαΐ. .|ovdiocovpavidas 
evpeyapolat|. .|vTUoEeuvaipevKaTapyel ἴστάντι 
ματεριπαρμί. .Ἰἀλᾶιρομβοιτυμπανων" 
ενδεκέχλαδί. Ἰκρόταλ᾽ αιθομένατε 
δαϊσύποξαν. .Ἰισιπευκαισ' 

Ὁ " 
ενδεναϊδωνερίγδουποιστοναχαι" 
μανίαιτ᾽ αλαλί. λα ]τεορίνεταιυψαύχενι 
συνκλονῶι" 

ah \ 7, 
ενδ᾽ ὁοπὰγκρὰϊ. Ἰσκεραυνοσαμπνέων 
πυρκεκίνηΪ. .. .. Ἰενναλιου 


εγχοσ'αλκαεσσαἰ.Ἰεπαλλάδοϊ.Ἴαιγισ ΑΙ 


30 


35 


15 


ταν Os OS 


ἘΝ 
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Two lines lost 


4 υὑπυυυ--τ-τυνυ —] 

5 πυυ--υ--υπτὺ Ξ υ]ις 

6 μυπύππ-υυ -οὺ --]ος 

7 ——v—u ἀσπ]ασίως 

8 ] 

9 —] τελεταῖς, 


Ιο κεν -- élay ὅ κεν περισσός. 
II 1. ναίατο 
12 Ἱμαν θάνατον [ 


13 ] 


14 Ἰλαις 


] 


I], ΘΡΑΣΙΥΣ]Ὶ HPAKAHS H ΚΕΡΒΕΡΟΣ OHBAIOIS. 


II[piv μὲν ἕρπε σχοινοτένειά 7 ἀοιδὰ 


διθΙυράμβων 


καὶ τὸ σὰϊν κίβδαλον ἀνθρώποισιν ἀπὸ στομάτων, 


διαπέπίτ]αϊνται δὲ νῦν ἱροῖς ἢ] πύλαι κύ- 
΄ A ὅδ O07 

κλοισι νέαι: [.... εἸἰδότες 

οἵαν Βρομίου [τελε]τὰν 

καὶ παρὰ σκάϊπτ]ον 4ιὸς Οὐρανίδαι 

ἐν μεγάροις ἵϊσ(τ)άϊντι. σεμνᾷ μὲν κατάρχει 

ματέρι πὰρ μίεγ]άλᾳ ῥόμβοι τυπάνων, 

ἐν δὲ KéxAadlov] κρόταλ᾽ αἰθομένα τε 

das ὑπὸ ξαν[θα]ῖσι πεύκαις, 

ἐν δὲ Ναΐδων ἐρίγδουποι στοναχαὶ 

μανίαι 7 ἀλαλζαί] τ᾽ ὀρίνεται (ῥι)ψαύχενι 

σὺν κλόνῳ. 

2 J « Ἀν bY ? 7 

ἐν δ' ὁ παγκραϊτὴ]ς κεραυνὸς ἀμπνέων 

πῦρ κεκίνηται τὸ τ ᾿Ενυαλίου 

ἔγχος, ἀλκάεσσά [Tle Παλλάδοϊς] αἰγὶς 

D2 


tordvtt 


39 


στρ. a 
Frigg κα 


| 


Fr. 79 Ὁ 


Fr. 208 


36 


20 


25 


30 


Io 
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θ 


μυριωνφογγαζεταικλαγγαϊσδρακοντων" οφί 


ριμφαδ' εἰσινάρτεμισοὶοπόλοεσ 
ζεύξαισ᾽ ἐνοργαισ 
βακχειαισφυλονλεοντωναΐ 
οδεκηλεϊταιχορευούσαισικα 
pOvayedatoeped εξαίρετοί 
καρυκασοφωνεπεων 

μοῖσ᾽ ανέστᾶσ' ελλάδικα[.Ἰλί 
ευχομενονβρισαρματοισοΐ 


ἐνθάποθαρμονιαν μεν Πγαΐ 
καδμονυψηϊ. . ὩἸσπραπιδεσί 
va. «Ἰσδ᾽ ακ[. ... .. Ἱμφᾶν' 
καιτέκ[ Ἰέυδοξο. . . «]Ἰανθρωποῖ 
διονυσί. 110 i ote SA aL 
pare 
met . [ 


C 


ἘΠ). 


Wart 


\tropevoracia: 


Ἰποδὰ 


"οόπολοσ 


Χ 
UG Tela τ τος Jovavavol] κ] των 


Ἰτεαντεί. . ανμελιῴοι 


Ἰπλοκονσί. .. 
Ἱκροταφονΐ | 


Pore C4 eee 
cou] PIAL ον Πφιλιδηπολέ[ }} 


ιοντεσκοπελονγειτοναπρυτανι . 


᾽ 


] 
] 
Ἰαμᾳ'καιστρατια 16} 
|v ακναμπτεικρεμασον" 
| 


στεχαρμασ 


οιἸνωνκισσινων 


τασεπιδορατιδασ' 


αἴπλί 


[ 


20 


25 


39 


το 
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18 μυρίων φθογγάξεται κλαγγαῖς δρακόντων. ὄφεων 
1 ῥίμφα δ᾽ εἶσιν Ἄρτεμις οἰοπόλος ζεύ- οἰόπολος 

a gato’ ἐν ὀργαῖς 

3 Βακχίαις φῦλον λεόντων ἀϊγροτέρων Bpopior 

4 ὁ δὲ κηλεῖται χορενούσαισι Kall θη- 

5 ρῶν ἀγέλαις. ἐμὲ δ᾽ ἐξαίρετον 

6 κάρυκα σοφῶν ἐπέων 

7 Moio’ ἀνέστασ᾽ ᾿ Ἑλλάδι κα[λἸ]λ[ἐχόρῳ ? 

8 εὐχόμενον βρισαρμάτοις ὄλβον τεῦ Θήβαις, 

9 ἔνθα ποθ᾽ Ἁρμονίαν [φ]άμα γαἰμετὰν 

10 Κάδμον ὑψηϊλαῖῆς πραπίδεσϊσι λαχεῖν κεδ- ἢ 

τι νάν' 4 ιὸ]ς δ᾽ ἄκζουσεν ὀΪμφάν, 

12 καὶ τέκ᾽ εὔδοξοϊν map| ἀνθρώποις γενεάν. 

13 Διόνυσί᾽, «16. ree τᾺ aaa ee 
14 ματέρος ? 


15 πει. OS ae τ΄. 


Ill. [ΚΟΡΙΝΘΊΟΙΣ Ὁ) 


Ἰναλί 
| 
iro μὲν στᾶσις, 
] πόδα 
ROT tals & Jov κυανοχίτων 
τεὰν τε[λετ]ὰν μελίφοι 


ι--. μοἱὧἱἶἔἍὕυι.., τ΄...) 


κρόταφον 

Ἰεων ἔλθε φίλαν δὴ (?) πολέα 

Ἰιον τε. σκόπελον γείτονα πρύτανι . | 
Ἰαμα καὶ στρατιά, 

] τ᾽ ἀκναμπτεὶ κρέμασον, 


ls τε χάρμας τὰς ἐπιδορατίδας. 


πλόκον στεφάνων κισσίνων ἀν(τὶ τοῦ) πλ[εκτῶν ? 
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Ἰπ|-. - - -Ἰντοσα[ ρ]χηνρυοιτοπαΐ 


15 Ἰωνπελοι" 
Ἰλανπόνοιχορωνί 
Ἱεεστ᾽ αοιδαι" 
Ἰοιοφυ [λἼἤλοναῖ 
Ἰεπεταλοισηρί 
20 ]- 


\eor] Tex 
Ἰτιταμιασὶ 
Ἰνστοὰλ . [ 
25 Ἰλθεῖ 
" 


I. τ. Either Δανάζας (referring to Perseus) or Δανα[οῦ (e.g. τρίτον] ἀπὸ A., referring to 
Acrisius or Proetus) or Δαναζῶν or else |a πόδα v . | can be read, the last letter being quite 
uncertain. Pindar Fr. 284 from Schol. A Homer # 319 αὐτὴ δὲ (Δανάη), ὥς φησιν Πίνδαρος καὶ 
ἄλλοι τινές, ἐφθάρη ὑπὸ τοῦ πατραδέλφου αὐτῆς Προίτου, ὅθεν αὐτοῖς καὶ στάσις ἐκινήθη might refer 
to this dithyramb. 

3. Possibly ᾿ΑκρίσἾιον. The first letter might be ν or π, but hardly τ, so that Προῖ]τον 
(cf. ll. 6-7, n.) is unsatisfactory. Lobel suggests Av«hov, referring either to Proetus or 
lobates, king of Lycia, who restored Proetus. 

4. The doubtful ὃ can be a or A. For λειβόμενον cf. Py. xii. g τὸν (sc. θρῆνον)... die 
λειβόμενον δυσπενθέϊ σὺν καμάτῳ. 

5. The letter before ce can be ε, 1, σ,υ, Or ω. For Phorcus (= Phorcys), the father of 
the Gorgons, cf. 1. 17 and p. 30. 

6. Bury suggests mpéyovdy τε Κυϊκλώπων, Phorcus being grandfather of Polyphemus 
through his daughter Thoosa. , 

6-7. The scholium is obscure, but seems to refer to the distinction between of (= ἑαυτῷ) 
and οἱ (= αὐτῷ), and οἱ with or without an accent presumably occurred in the text. Whether 
the traces of a word following μεγάλωι belong to the text or a scholium is uncertain; τί is 
possible. Bury proposes πτόλις ἄρ[ά of  δέδμητο (or τέτυκτο) κείνω]ν ἐν Ἄργει μεγάλωι τίέχνᾳ. 
The city in question was probably either Tiryns, which was built by the Cyclopes for 
Proetus, as described in Bacchyl. x. 59-81, or Midea or Mycenae, of which Perseus was the 
legendary founder (Paus. ii. 15. 4), being assisted by the Cyclopes (Schol. Eur. Or. 965). 

8-9. If ζυγέντες is to be taken literally, ir|jro. and iko|vr (Stuart Jones) are probable; 
but ἐρατᾷ suggests that the context may concern music, and Bury proposed φόρμιγγι δ᾽ ὕμ]νοι 
ζυγέντες ἐρατᾷ δόμον | ἄχεον ἀνὰ σκιόε]ντ᾽ "ABayros, comparing Homer A 334 κηληθμῷ δ᾽ ἔσχοντο κατὰ 
μέγαρα σκιόεντα. ὕμῆνοι is, however, unsatisfactory, for if the doubtful letter was v the middle 
stroke ought to have been visible, so that π᾿ (κόμ]ποι ᾽ Bury) or ἡ or . cis preferable. The 
‘house of Abas’ means the palace at Argos; cf. Py. viii. 55 "ABavros edpuxdpous ἀγυιάς. 

το. The stop after ]Aeev is not quite certain, and ὃ can be read for A. Bury proposes 
τοὺς δ᾽ doy’ ékn|deev, based on the scholium, in which τοὺς is apparently quoted from the text 
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Jaf... -pros αὐχὴν ῥύοιτο παῖ 
1Ὲ Ἰων πέλοι 
av πόνοι χορῶν [ 
Ἰεες 7 ἀοιδαΐ, 
Ἰοιο φῦλον αἱ 
Je πετάλοις ἠρ[ινοῖς ? 
20 bs 


Ἰμιον ἱπίπ 

τι ταμίας [ 

: p στοὰλ.[ 

25 lee 
of 


and Διονυσιακον refers to a different word. For ἐκή]λεεν cf. I], 22 and the Homeric verse 
cited in ll. 8-9, n. The objection to it is that Pindar elsewhere uses the contracted forms 
in imperfects. 

11-13. A new strophe begins here. Bury proposes something like ἀλλ᾽ ἀνδρῶν εὐ]δαιμόνων 
βρομιάδι θοίνᾳ πρέπει | ἔργοισι λόγων] κορυφὰν | ἐπιχωρίοισι] θέμεν. Cf. Wem. ix. 8 ἀλλ᾽ ἀνὰ μὲν 
βρομίαν φόρμιγγ᾽, ἀνὰ δ᾽ αὐλὸν ἐπ᾽ αὐτὰν ὄρσομεν ἱππίων ἄεθλων κορυφάν. 

13--14. εὐάμπυξ is not found elsewhere, but ἑλικάμπυξ, κυανάμπυξ, λιπαράμπυξ, and χρυσάμπυξ 
occur in Pindar. For ἀέ]ξετ᾽ (Bury, Stuart Jones) cf. O/. vi. 105 ἐμῶν δ᾽ ὕμνων ἄεξ᾽ εὐτερπὲς 
ἄνθος. Before it Bury proposes Περσεῖ νυν, in order to explain wy in 1, 16. Bpopie νυν is also 
possible; cf. 1. 17, n, 

15. tpt] was suggested by Bury, who proposes an epithet of ἀοιδᾶν, e.g. κλυτᾶν, 
before it. 

16. Regarding νιν as Perseus, Bury proposes Λιβύας medija (or γύαλ]α) φυγόντα. κῆρ]α 
(Stuart Jones) is also possible. If Dionysus, who according to Paus. li. 22. 1 attacked 
Argos from the sea, were meant (cf. 1. 17, n.), δεσμ]ὰ (Lobel) would be suitable ; cf. Eur, 
Bacch. 610 sqq. It is not clear whether ἕρκος was simply omitted by the first hand or was 
intended to take the place of ἅλμας. The corresponding line of the antistrophe hardly 
projects as far as would be expected if it contained equivalents of both words; but the 
collocation ἕρκος ἅλμας occurs in Py. ii. 80 ἀβάπτιστός εἰμι φελλὸς ds ὑπὲρ ἕ, &., where 
ἅλμας is usually connected with ἀβάπτιστος, not ἕρκος, and ἕρκος is thought to mean 
‘net’. This parallel makes us disposed to retain both words, and to regard them as 
a periphrasis for the sea, like the scholiast on Py. ii. 80, who explains ἕρκος as ἐπιφάνεια, 
‘surface’. 

17, κορᾶν points to a word like it in the text, either a synonym or κορᾶν differently 
spelled (xovpav?) or wrongly accented (cf. II. 19, n.). The Graeae or more probably the 
Gorgons (cf. 1. 5 and p. 30) must be ‘meant, and the line may have begun with ἐς followed by 
a word implying ‘abode’ (τὰν ἢ). Pindar Fr. 254 from Apollodorus ii. 38 αὗται δὲ ai νύμφαι 
πτηνὰ εἶχον πέδιλα καὶ τὴν κίβισιν, ἥν φασιν εἶναι πήραν. Πίνδαρος δὲ καὶ Ἡσίοδος ἐν ᾿Ασπίδι ἐπὶ roi 
Περσέως κτλ. may have referred to this dithyramb. σύγγονον πατέρων is obscure. If the stops 
before and after these words are correct, they seem to be in apposition to νιν, which is 
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unsatisfactory. As Stuart Jones remarks, σύγγονον would be expected to agree with a word 

like dperdy in the next line. πατέρων is probably the plural of amplification; cf. Fr. 75. 10 

Βρόμιον ὅν τ᾽ ᾿Εριβόαν re βροτοὶ καλέομεν, γόνον ὑπάτων μὲν πατέρων μέλπεμεν γυναικῶν τε Καδμεϊᾶν 

ἔμολον (ν. 1, Σεμέλην). The resemblances between this passage and Il. 15-19 (βροτοὶ. - . πατέρων 
. ἔμολον) suggest that νιν might be Dionysus, not Perseus; οἵ, 1. τό, n. 

18. |v is not visible on the facsimile. 

1g. |rov: or]. τον. μ Of ἐμολον is corrected from τ. 

20. The marginal note refers to édv, which ‘is rejected (?), being superfluously introduced 
from the antistrophe’, i,e. 1. 34, which ends ἐάν and also contained a superfluous word. The 
last letter of am[.].0( ) might be 8 or A, but ἀπ[οβάλ(λεται) and ἀποδο(κιμάξεται) are not 
satisfactory readings. 

23. The o of Aeyo(pevov) is not raised above the line, as would be expected if the word 
is an abbreviation ; but |Aeto is inadmissible. 

28. In the margin are traces of a scholium. 

34. ἐ]άν : οἵ, 1. 20, ἢ. το κεν περισσον would be expected ; cf. 1. 6, schol. 

II. ‘ Heracles the bold or Cerberus. For the Thebans. ? 

Formerly both dithyrambic song issued from the lips of men long drawn out and the 
sigma under suspicion ; but now new gates have been opened for sacred choirs: they (sing ?), 
knowing what manner of festival of Bromius the celestials by the very sceptre of Zeus 
celebrate in their halls. Beside the majesty of the great mother of the gods begins the 
beating of drums; therewith swells the music of the castanets and the torch blazing below 
the yellow pine-brands; therewith resounding laments of the Naiads, wild dances and 
shouts are stirred in the fury of tossing the neck on high. ‘Therewith moves the almighty 
thunderbolt breathing fire, and the sword of the god of War, and the valiant aegis of Pallas 
rings with the hissing of countless serpents. Lightly comes Artemis the lone huntress, who 
has yoked in the Bacchic revels the race of most savage lions for Bromius, while he is 
enchanted also by the dancing throng of beasts. Me too, a chosen herald of wise words, 
the Muse raised up to pray for prosperity (?) for Hellas with its fair dances and chariot- 
pressing Thebes, where of old, as the story tells, Cadmus by high design won sage Har- 
monia as his bride, and she hearkened to the voice of Zeus and became the mother of 
offspring famed among men. O Dionysus,.. .’ 

I marg. Opac[vs] Ἡρακλῆς ἢ KépBepos: Heracles is called θρασυμάχανος in O/. vi. 67. For 
other examples of alternative titles of dithyrambs cf. p. 28. It is tempting to connect with 
this ode Pindar Fr. 249% (Schol. AB on Homer Φ 194) Ἡρακλῆς εἰς “Αιδου κατελθὼν ἐπὶ τὸν 
Κέρβερον συνέτυχε Μελεάγρῳ τῷ Οἰνέως, οὗ καὶ δεηθέντος γῆμαι τὴν ἀδελφὴν Δῃάνειραν, ἐπανελθὼν εἰς φῶς 
ἔσπευσεν εἰς Αἰτωλίαν πρὸς Οἰνέα, καταλαβὼν δὲ μνηστευόμενον τὴν κόρην ᾿Αχελῷον τὸν πλησίον ποταμόν, 
διεπάλαισεν αὐτῷ... δοκεῖ δὲ τῶν ἐν τῇ Ἑλλάδι ποταμῶν μέγιστος εἶναι ὁ ᾿Αχελῷος" διὸ καὶ πᾶν 
ὕδωρ τῇ τούτου προσηγορίᾳ καλεῖται. ἡ ἱστορία παρὰ Πινδάρῳ. But Fr. 249 (221. ix. 14), which 
seems to belong to the passage in question about the Acheloiis, is in a different metre, 
πρόσθα μέν σ᾽ ᾿Αχελωίου τὸν ἀοιδότατον εὐρωπία κράνα Μέλ[ανόΪΐς τε ποταμοῦ ῥοαὶ τρέφον κάλαμον. 
A fragment concerning Heracles from a dithyramb (Fr. 81) is quoted by Aristides ii. 70 
ὅτι καὶ ἑτέρωθι μεμνημένος περὶ αὐτῶν ἐν διθυράμβῳ twit σὲ δ᾽ ἐγὼ mapdpw (παρ᾽ ἄμμιν Boeckh, 
παρά νιν Bergk*), φησίν, αἰνέω μέν, Ῥηρυόνη, τὸ δὲ μὴ Διὶ (At Hermann) φίλτερον σιγῷμι, πάμπαν. 
The metre of this from aivéw ... πάμπαν corresponds to II. 1-3 «|, and the words preceding 
αἰνέω might correspond metrically to the end of an epode; but the capture of the oxen of 
Geryones is a different exploit, and Fr. 81 is likely to belong to another dithyramb. Fr. 169 
(Plato, Gorg. 484 Ὁ, Aristides, ii. 68, Schol. Pind. Mem. ix. 35 νόμος ὁ πάντων βασιλεὺς KTA.), 
which mentions Geryones and is in dactylo-epitritic metre, but does not correspond to the 
extant part of II, and Fr. 168 (Athenaeus, x. 411 b, Philostratus, Zm. ii. 24 δ(ολιὰ βοῶν θερμὰ 
«rh,), which refers to the devouring of an ox by Heracles at the house of Coronus, an 
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episode connected with the capture of the Cretan bull (Apollod. ii. 5. 7), and is not in 
dactylo-epitritic metre, certainly have no connexion with our dithyramb. 

1-3 (= Fr. 79%). Cf. Strabo x. 469 μάρτυρες δ᾽ of ποιηταὶ τῶν τοιούτων ὑπονοιῶν (sc. con- 
cerning the Curetes and Corybantes): 6 τε yap Πίνδαρος ἐν τῷ διθυράμβῳ οὗ ἡ ἀρχὴ πρὶν μὲν 
εἷρπε σχοινοτονίας (σχοινοτένειά edd.) τ᾽ ἀοιδὰ (ν. ils ἀοιδαὶ) διθυράμβων (-βῳ most MSS.), μνησθεὶς 
δὲ (δὲ om. most edd.) τῶν περὶ τὸν Διόνυσον ὕμνων τῶν τε παλαιῶν καὶ τῶν ὕστερον, μετάβας ἀπὸ 
τούτων φησί" σοὶ μὲν κατάρχει (κατάρχειν edd.) μᾶτερ παρὰ μεγάλαι (v. 1. μεγάλοι ; μεγάλα πάρα edd.) 
ῥοίμβοι (ῥόμβοι edd.) κυμβάλων, ἐν δὲ κεχλάδων (κεχλάδειν edd.) κρόταλ᾽ αἰθομένα τε dds (Sais some 
edd.) ὑπὸ ξανθαῖσι πεύκαις (= Il. 8-11), τὴν κοινωνίαν τῶν περὶ τὸν Διόνυσον ἀποδειχθέντων νομίμων 
παρὰ τοῖς Ἕλλησι καὶ τῶν παρὰ τοῖς Φρυξὶ περὶ τὴν μητέρα τῶν θεῶν συνοικειῶν ἀλλήλοις, Athen. 
X. 455 Ὁ Πίνδαρος δὲ πρὸς τὴν ἀσιγμοποιηθεῖσαν φὠδήν, ὡς ὁ αὐτός φησι Κλέαρχος, οἱονεὶ γρίφου τινὸς 
ἐν μελοποιίᾳ προβληθέντος, ὡς πολλῶν τούτῳ προσκρουόντων διὰ τὸ δυνατὸν (ἀδύνατον edd.) εἶναι ἀπο- 
σχέσθαι τοῦ σίγμα καὶ διὰ τὸ μὴ δοκιμάζειν, ἐποίησε (corrupt ?)* πρὶν μὲν εἷρπε σχοινοτενία (I. -τένειά) 
τ᾽ ἀοιδὰ καὶ τὸ σὰν τίβοηλον (κίβδηλον edd.) ἀνθρώποις, x. 448 ο καθάπερ οἱ ἄσιγμοι καλούμενοι τῶν 
γρίφων" ὅθεν καὶ Πίνδαρος πρὸς τὸ & ἐποίησεν ὠδήν (corrupt ?), Xi. 467 ἃ τὸ δὲ σὰν ἀντὶ τοῦ σίγμα 
Δωρικῶς εἰρήκασιν. οἱ γὰρ μουσικοί, καθάπερ πολλάκις Ἀριστόξενός φησι, τὸ σίγμα λέγειν παρῃτοῦντο 
διὰ τὸ σκληρόστομον εἶναι καὶ ἀνεπιτήδειον αὐλῷ"... καὶ Πίνδαρος δέ φησι πρὶν μὲν ἧρπε σχοινοτένειά 
τ᾽ ἀοιδὰ καὶ τὸ σὰν κίβδηλον ἀπὸ στομάτων, Dionysius, De comp. verb. 14 εἰσὶ δ᾽ οἱ καὶ ἀσίγμους 
ὅλας @das ἐποίουν δηλοῖ δὲ τοῦτο καὶ Πίνδαρος ἐν οἷς φησι" πρὶν μὲν ἧρπε΄ σχοινοτενῆ φωνήεντα (OF 
other corruptions) διθυράμβων καὶ τὸ σὰν κίβδηλον (ν. 1, κίβδαλον) ἀνθρώποις (v. 1. -ποι). From 
these varying forms of |. 3 Hermann restored καὶ τὸ σὰν κίβδαλον ἀνθρώποισιν ἀπὸ στομάτων. 
The termination of the line is wanting in both ll. 3 and 18, but there is no reason to doubt 
Hermann’s restoration; cf. for the metre l. 7. 

I. oxoworévera: this is formed on the analogy of ἡδυέπεια, μουσογένεια, &c., and’ means 
“stretched out like a rope’, ‘ prolix’; cf. Philostr. Herozc. i. 14 μὴ ἀποτείνειν (τὰ ἄσματα) μηδὲ 
σχοινοτενῆ ἐργάζεσθαι. It does not refer to division into triads, for II itself is divided into 
triads or strophes; cf. p. 28 and 1. 3, n. 

2. The division ἀοιϊδὰ διθυράμβων would be expected from the arrangement of Il. 19-20, 
but 8a (or δὴ) δ does not suit the traces of 1. 2, and the real dividing-point of the feet is 
probably after ἀοιδά here and ¢ev- in |. 20, 

3. καὶ τὸ σὰν κίβδαλον : the meaning of this is a long-standing difficulty. Athenaeus and 
Dionysius (cf. ll. 1-3, n.) supposed that it referred to the @dai ἄσιγμοι, i.e. of Pindar’s pre- 
decessor, Lasus, Athenaeus x. 455 c proceeding to quote a line without o from Lasus’ hymn 
to Demeter. The epitomator of Athenaeus, followed by Eustathius, p. 1335. 52, misunder- 
standing this, attributed the composition of odes without o to Pindar himself. Boeckh and 
Dissen translate κίβδηλον ‘pravum’, supposing that it refers to the mispronunciation of o in 
the Dorian dialect (so also Donaldson and Weir Smyth), and that Pindar meant tojcontrast 
the old-fashioned odes in which o was used with the new kind without o invented by Lasus, 
Pindar himself reverting to the old-fashioned type. Sandys (translation of Pindar in the 
Loeb series), connecting κίβδηλον (sc. qv) with ἀνθρώποισιν ἀπὸ στομάτων, translates ‘when 
the sibilant san was discarded from the lips of men’, i.e. was rejected as spurious. 
The mutilated condition of ll. 4-5 leaves the context obscure in some points, espe- 
cially as to the precise nature of the transition to the account of the Dionysiac festival in 
Olympus (cf. ll. 4-6, n.); but it is tolerably certain that the new kind of dithyramb which 
is contrasted with the old is not the dithyramb of. Lasus, but of Pindar himself, as is also 
shown by the definite reference to himself in 1. 23. Hence Boeckh’s view of Pindar’s 
relation to the two kinds of dithyramb is just the opposite of what the context demands. 
Sandys’s translation gives the right kind of sense, but ἀνθρώποισιν ἀπὸ στομάτων is much more 
likely to be dependent on ἕρπε than on κίβδαλον, and the position of τ᾽ indicates that ἕρπε, not 
ἦν, is to be supplied with κίβδαλον. We are disposed, therefore, to regard τὸ σὰν κίβδαλον as 
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a reference to Lasus’ φδαὶ ἄσιγμοι, σάν being used as the equivalent of σίγμα, and κίβδαλον 
comparing it to base coin which when produced is rejected, and implying a contrast with 
Pindar’s own use of σ, which was unrestricted. 

4-6. διαπέπ[τ]αῖνται δὲ and πύλαι were suggested by Sandys, viv by Lobel, κύϊϊκλοισε by 
Bury. The slight vestiges towards the end of the line suit πυλα[ε rather well, especially 
the m and A (for which a is the only alternative); but the preceding lacuna is rather short 
for the proposed supplement. The metre of 1. 4 is fixed by 1. 22. For opening the 
‘gates’ of song cf. ΟἹ. vi. 27 πύλας ὕμνων ἀναπίτναμεν, Nem. ix, 2 ἀναπεπταμέναι ξείνων νενίκανται 
θύραι, Bacchyl. Fr. 5. 2 οὐδὲ γὰρ ῥᾷστον ἀρρήτων ἐπέων πύλας ἐξευρεῖν, κύ]κλοισι refers to the 
κύκλιοι χοροί of the dithyramb. ‘To find an anapaest short enough for the lacuna before 
εἸϊδότες in 1. 5 is difficult. If πύλαι is right, εἸϊδότες must belong to a new sentence and may 
refer to χοροί (e.g. something like σοφοὶ οἱ εἼΪδ.)}. but Bury would connect it with the 
preceding line, suggesting διαπεπ[ρ]άϊχασι δ᾽ -- -- --Ῥ ο κύϊκλοισι νέαν [σοφοὶ εὖ εἸϊδότες | οἵαν 
Βρόμιος [ἰδ]έαν κτλ., and comparing (Vem. ix. 3 ἀλλ᾽ ἐπέων γλυκὺν ὕμνον πράσσετε and Eur. 
Bacch. 471 τὰ δ᾽ ὄργί ἐστὶ τίν᾽ ἰδέαν ἔχοντά oor; νεαν for νεαι, Βρομιος for Βρομίου, and ιδΊεαν for 
τελεἾταν are possible readings; but τελε]τὰν (Sandys) suits ἱστάντε particularly well, and the 
metaphor of the gates is attractive. For Βρομίου [τελε]τὰν cf. Py. ix. 97 νικάσαντά σε καὶ 
τελεταῖς ὡρίαις ἐν Παλλάδος εἶδον. Βρομίωι is inadmissible. ‘The metre of 1]. 5 is somewhat 
abnormal. After a choriambus is an anapaest and a cretic, or else an ionic a minore and 
iambus. For anapaests in dactylo-epitritics cf. e.g. Py. i. 2, 6, iii. 4; for ‘iambic catalexis ’ 
cf. Ol. vi. 5, Mem. vill. 14. 

7. The last syllable of Οὐρανίδαι was marked long by the first hand, short by the 
corrector, who wished to indicate (rightly) that the word was nom. plur., not dat. sing.; cf. 
I. ὃ epara. The syllable is long as a matter of fact, but there was no point in marking it 
long at the end of a line, unless indeed the first hand wished to connect it with ἐν in 1. 8 
and scanned -ρᾶνϊδαι ἐν together in spite of the hiatus. But, as Housman remarks, the 
metre οὗ], 8 corresponds to e.g. Py, iv. 296 δαιδαλέαν φόρμιγγα βαστάζων πολίταις, and in each 
case the phrase —- U U —v ὦ — comes both before and after, so that a is to be regarded as 
merely a slip. 

8. The last syllable of the line seems to stand by itself (cf. the preceding n.), as 
frequently in Bacchylides’ dactylo-epitritics. In Pindar’s there seem to be instances of 
hypercatalexis in Frs. 29-30 (from an ὕμνος). 

ijo(r)apre: there is not room for ora in the lacuna and the marginal ἱστάντι indicates 
that the main text was in some respect different. If there had been a wrong accent over {i it 
ought to have been visible, and there is no doubt that the first hand read ἰσάντι, a Doric form 
not found in Pindar but quite suitable in itself. ἰσάντι would make sense (cf. εἸϊδότες in 1. 5), 
but ἱστάντι is preferable. 

8-11. cepya... πεύκαις : this passage (Fr. 79>; cf. ll. 1-3, n.) is quoted by Strabo 
with several corruptions or variations, σοί for σεμνᾷ, μᾶτερ παρά for ματερὶ πάρ, ῥοίμβοι κυμβάλων 
for ῥόμβοι τυμπάνων, and κεχλάδων for κέχλαδ ov] (or -d{ev]). Misled by σοί, modern editors were 
unable to restore the passage on the right lines. The confirmation of the schema Pindaricum 
κατάρχει... . ῥόμβοι against emendations is interesting, Another instance occurs in]. 13 μανίαι τ᾽ 
ἀλαλζαί τ᾽ ὀρίνεται, which had been obscured in the quotations of this by Plutarch. Two more 
occur in ]], 18—rg of the fragmentary dithyramb for the Athenians (Fr. 75); in the epinician 
odes this construction is rare. κυμβάλων may have stood in Strabo’s text of II, but τυπάνων is 
likely to be right; cf. Catullus, A/ys 9 wpanum, tubam, Cybelle, tua, mater, initia, which may 
even have been an imitation of this passage. Bergk referred to this dithyramb Fr. 80,a quotation 
from Pindar ina Herculaneum fragment of Philodemus, De pzefa/e, which is restored KuBé[Aa] 
μᾶτερ θεῶν]. The metre may well be dactylo-epitritic, but there is no place for ΕἼ. 80 in the 
context of the reference to Cybele in ll. 8-9. Owing to the lacuna at the end of 1. 27 the 
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correction of riyravey to timavev is not absolutely certain, for ya[pve. (Bury) can there be 
supplied instead of yaluerdy (Housman); but, as Housman observes, 1. 9 seems to be 
unrhythmical as it stands, since ὦ ὦ — — in this metre is not elsewhere followed by -—vu -, 
unless there is a break between them, as at OJ. vi. 4-5 and Bacchyl. viii. g—10, and scribes 
have often written τύμπανον where authors did not ; e.g. Hom. Hymn. xiv. 3, Eur. Hel. 1347, 
Aesch. Fr. 57. 10, Apoll. Rhod. i. 1139, Anth. Pal. vi. 165. 5, and in the Catullus passage 
cited above the MSS. give ¢ympanum against the metre. With τυπάνων |]. 9 will have the 
rhythm of OZ. vi. 2 κίονας ὡς ὅτε θαητὸν μέγαρον. The point of ξαιζθα]ῖσι as applied to πεύκαις 
is not clear: Dissen explains it by the colour of the fire. With Il. ro-12 cf. Soph. μέρ. 
1126-9 σὲ δ᾽ ὑπὲρ διλόφου πέτρας στέροψ ὕπωπε λιγνύς, ἔνθα Κωρύκιαι στείχουσι Νύμφαι 
Βακχίδες. 

12. ἐν δὲ Ναΐδων: — ο — ὦ corresponds to — ὦ — — (apparently) in 1, 30; cf. ]. 19, n., 
andé, ¢. Ol, ili, epode 1, 4, 5. 

13-14. These lines are thrice quoted by Plutarch, (1) Quaest. conv. i. 5. 2, (2) Vii. 5. 4, 
(3) De def. orac. 14, copied by Euseb. Praep. evang. v. 4, p. 185, and Theodoret, Graec, 
aff. cur., ed. Gaisford, p. 374. In (2) μανίαις τ᾽ ἀλαλαῖς τ᾽ ὀρινόμενοι occurs, the quotation 
being accommodated to Plutarch’s sentence; (1) and (3) have ὀρινομένων for ὀρίνεται ; (1) has 
ἐριαύχενι, (2) and (3) ῥιψαύχενι for ὑψαύχενι. Both ὀρινομένων (which would correspond to 
Ναΐδων in |. 12) and ῥιψαύχενι seem to be ancient variants (Theodoret, of. czt., p. 375 coins 
a verb ῥιψαυχενεῖν from the quotation), and ῥιψαύχενι, which occurs nowhere else, is, as 
Housman remarks, more appropriate than ὑψαύχενι to both κλόνῳ and Ναΐδων : cf. 
Catull. Af#s 23 μῦὦϊ capita Maenades vi tactunt hederigerae, Cic. LL Verr. iii. 49 cerviculam 
tactaturum, Eur. Bacch. 864 δέραν εἰς αἰθέρα δροσερὸν ῥίπτουσα. ‘The metre, as he observes, 
does not help much in deciding between ῥιψαύχενι and ὑψαύχενι, for though with ῥιψαύχενι 


the scheme οἱ]. 13 VU —-UYU—-¥—vU——-—v-* corresponds to the last verse of the 
epodes in Py. iii, e.g. 1, 23, — u ὦ — can generally take the place of — u—-, and is pre- 
ceded by vu -- —and followed by — u— in e.g. Mem. xi. 14. pup-(or ὑψ-)αύχενι is appa- 


rently the end of a member of the rhythm with sy//ada anceps, and a member of the rhythm 
also comes to anend after σὺν κλόνῳ, as the hiatus there proves, so that these two words have 
to constitute a whole member; cf. |{Adoxopa:| in Ὁ). vii. g and |aidvos| in Py. v. 7. The 
alternative is to write ξὺν «Adve, but there seem to be only two examples of ξύν in Pindar’s 
MSS., and not one is established by metre, though cf. 1614. 9. 

ἀλαλ[αί]: the first hand seems to have written ἀλαλ[α]λα originally. The final λα was 
then crossed out and « no doubt added above [a], but whether the scribe himself or a 
corrector made the alteration is uncertain. Several of the MSS. of Plutarch have ἄλλαι for 
ἀλαλαί, but the third letter here is more like a than A, and the loop of it, though narrow, does 
not seem to be a correction. 

15-16. κεραυνὸς ἀμπνέων nip: cf, Fr. 146 πῦρ πνέοντος ἅ τε (Pallas) κεραυνοῦ ἄγχιστα δεξιὰν 
κατὰ χεῖρα πατρὸς (ἡμένα). In 1. 15 —Yv—v occurs twice, very likely as equivalent to -- ὦ -- -- 
in the antistrophe (lost); cf. ll. 12 and το, nn. ὦ 

17, dAkdeooa: in Ol. ix. 72 and Py. ν. 71 ἀλκάεντας is found, but the metre here requires 
ae to be separate syllables. The scholium perhaps indicates a variant, but may be no more 
than atyifs accented; cf. ]. 19, ἢ. 

18, This verse is a Στησιχόρειον. ὄφ[εων is a gloss On δρακόντων. 

19. ῥίμφα δ᾽ εἶσιν: — ὦ — ὦ here corresponds to — v — — in]. 1; cf. 1], 12, 15-16, nn. 

οἰοπόλος : this word, which seems to have been wrongly spelled but rightly accented by 
the first hand, was wrongly accented by the corrector; cf. 1.17 and I. 17, nn. οἰοπόλος 
δαίμων (unnamed) occurs in Py. iv. 28. 

20. The syllable ζευ- really belongs to 1. 19; cf. 1. 2, n., 

21. The misspelling βακχείαις is not corrected. ἀΐγροτέρων was suggested by Sandys and 
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Bury; cf. Vem. iii. 46 λεόντεσσιν ἀγροτέροις. Βρομίῳ (Bury) is required to explain ὁ δέ ἴῃ], 22. 
The metre is practically certain ; cf. ll. 1-3, n. ; 

22-3. kali 6y|pav: so Housman and Bury. The a of καίί is nearly certain, the only 
alternative being o, The sentence is suggested by the mention of lions in the line above. 
Bacchus is flattered not only by the attentions of his fellow-gods, but also by the worship of 
brute creatures, ἀγέλαι λεόντων Occurs in Pind. Fr. 239. 

25-6. Cf. Fr. 151 Μοῖσ᾽ ἀνέηκέ με. κα[λἸλ[ἰχόρῳ and ὄϊλβον τε were suggested by Bury ; 
Sandys proposes xa{i γ]ήνεάν with οἶκόν re, but the traces of a letter after xal.] suggest a, ὃ, λ, 

‘or v. For the late position of re cf. Wem. ix. 34 παρὰ πεζοβύαις ἵπποις τε. That Θήβαις 
occurred at the end of ]. 26 is clear from what follows (cf. Fr. 195 εὐάρματε Θήβα), but 
a restoration in which εὐχόμενον meant ‘ boasting myself’ rather than ‘ praying for’ would be 
more appropriate. ἄγαλμα is, however, inadmissible in 1. 26, the o before the lacuna being 
almost certain. For the metre of that line cf. 1. 7, n. 

27. The first hand wrote mor appomav. dna yalyerdy is due to Housman, who 
corrects τυμπάνων in 1. 9 to τυπάνων : Bury, retaining τυμπάνων there, proposed φ͵]άμα yal pues: 
cf. ll. 8-11,n. The first hand wrote φ]άμεν γαῖ : the first corrector then added a above the line, 
deleting « and perhaps » also; cf. III. 9, ἢ. As Housman remarks, a verb does not seem 
necessary with φάμα (sc. ἔστι) : cf. Aesch. Sepem 217-18 ἀλλ᾽ οὖν θεοὺς τοὺς τῆς ἁλούσης πόλεος 
ἐκλείπειν λόγος, and φάτις in Pindar himself (according to the usually accepted emendation of 
Bothe) in Js. viii. 40 Alaxida, ὅν τ᾽ εὐσεβέστατον φάτις ᾿Ιαολκοῦ τράφειν πεδίον, and ubi fama in 
Stat. Zheb. i. 699. 

28, bwilora]s could be read in place of ὑψηΐλαῖϊς, There is little doubt about the 
s, t being the only alternative. λαχεῖν xed-] (or dy-|)|ydv is due to Bury. Nonnus, Déonys. 
iv. 28 sqq., represents Harmonia as at first reluctant to marry Cadmus. Housman prefers ~ 
ἄγειν σεμ] νάν, comparing Nem. v. 47 σεμνὰν Θέτιν Πηλέα 6, Aesch. Prom. 560 ἄγαγες 
Ἡσιόναν ... δάμαρτα, and, for the present infinitive with ποτέ in a past sense, Py. vi. 21-4 
τάν wor... arti... παραινεῖν. σεμνός has however occurred in 1. 8. For mpamides in 
connexion with a suitor he compares Js. viii. 30 ἀλλ᾽ οὔ ow ἄμβροτοι τέλεσαν εὐνὰν θεῶν 
mparrides. 

30. εὔδοξοϊν : if € is right, the parts of it were joined instead of being written, as else- 
where in 1604, as a dot between two strokes. The second o is also doubtful, a being quite 
as suitable. But the position of the accent over ev strongly favours evdo€o[y, for evSoxi| wor and 
-kn[rov are inadmissible, and though a crossed out τ might be read in place of ἕξ, evdordtpav is 
not a known word and evdo[[r]k[«uov is unsatisfactory apart from the wrong accent. At the 
beginning of the line — ὦ — — corresponds to—U—vinl. 12; cf. 1. 19, ἢ. παρ᾽ dvOparolis 
γενεάν is due to Bury. Σεμέλαν may be substituted for γενεάν, she being in any case the 
person chiefly meant, as is shown by the reference to her in 1. 32. 

31. Διονυσΐ must be vocative, for any other case would fill up the lacuna, leaving no 
room for the letter preceding 6, which apparently had an acute accent and was therefore 
a vowel. Probably Διονυσίε was written and the ε not elided; cf. re opwerm inl. 13. If the 
two letters in the lacuna formed a diphthong, the accent ought to have been more to the left. 

32. paré[pos: i.e. Semele; cf. 1. 30, ἢ. ο could be read in place of ε. 

III. τ. The doubtful ἃ can be ν. 

3. στάσις elsewhere in Pindar means ‘ sedition’, but here may, as Bury remarks, refer 
to the chorus either in the sense of κατάστασις (χορῶν) or of a division; cf. 1. 5, ἢ. 

5. Bury proposes κατεϊναντίἾον. 

6. τεάν must refer to Dionysus, if re[Aer|av is right; cf. int. p. 29. 

7-8. Bury suggests βαλὼν δὲ] πλόκον στεφάνων κισσίνων | ἀμφὶ τεὸν κρόταφον, making 
μελίζοι the end of a clause and connecting Il. 7-8 with ἔλθε in 1, 9. A stop may, however, 
have been lost after κρόταφον, The scholium probably refers to the unusual expression 
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πλόκον στεφάνων. For πλ[εκτῶν, sc. στεφάνων, οἵ, Eur. Hippo. 73 πλεκτὸν στέφανον. ὅρ[μον (cf. 
Nem. iv. 17) does not suit the vestiges, 

9. Apparently φιλιδὴ was altered first to φιλως δὴ and then, the correction being crossed 
out, to φιλαν by, The. after gid is not crossed out; but the av above the line begins close 
to the X and φιλαν dy (which makes the line end with two choriambi) is metrically preferable to 
φιλίαν δὴ or simply φιλιαν. Moreover it is not certain that the o of φθον was crossed out like 
the ¢ and » when ελθε was substituted, and in 11. 27 there is a similar doubt concerning the 
deletion of a superfluous letter. 

mohea is corrected from modew. ‘The mark of quantity is not quite certain, but a alone 
does not account for all the ink. πόλιν is clearly meant, but no form πολέα is known, though, 
since πόληα occurs in Hesiod, it does not seem impossible. 

10. Bury proposes πελώρ]ιον.. .. πρύτανιν, and would see in this line a reference to the 
Acrocorinthus ; but mpurav . [ may be vocative, as in Py, ii. 58. 

11. ἴαμα: the first letter might be A and the second v; the third is more like a with a 
high stop after it than [.|s. Bury suggests something es ee δ ἅμα, but the stop is an 
objection to ἅμα. 

12. ἀκναμπτεί, ‘inflexibly’, is a new adverb. ἄκαμπτος occurs in Js. iii, 71 and ἄκναμπτος 
in the MSS. of Py. iv. 72 (ἄκαμπτος Hermann). 

13. τὰς ἐπιδορατίδας is a gloss on ydpyas, which was used in the sense of ‘ spear-shafts’ 
also by Stesichorus and Ibycus according to Schol. Pind. O/. ix. 128. 

14-15. Bury suggests ἅλιος δ᾽ ἀἸπ[ εἰραῖντος αὐχὴν ῥύοιτο πα[νάγυριν | ἕρκος τ᾽ ἐγχωρίων πέλοι, 
‘ Let the impassable sea-neck protect the festal gathering and be the bulwark of the people,’ 
comparing OZ. viii. 48 ἐπ᾿ Ἰσθμῷ ποντίᾳ and Eur. Med. 212 πόντου κλῇδ᾽ ἀπέραντον. αὐχήν would 
on this view mean the Isthmus of Corinth. ‘The general sense of ll. 12-15 is, he thinks, ‘ Put 
aside arms and preparations for war, and trust for defence to the Isthmus.’ αὐχήν elsewhere 
in Pindar means the human neck, but that does not combine easily with ῥύοιτο. 

17. Perhaps πολυγαθἼέες. αοιδαι can, however, be dative. 

18. Bury suggests Σισύφ᾽οιο or TAavk|oio φῦλον, referring to the Corinthians. 

19. For πετάλοις ἠρ[ινοῖς (Bury) cf. Py. ix. 46 ὅσσα τε χθὼν ἠρινὰ PUAN ἀναπέμπει. The 
first letter of the line might be p. 

22. Bury suggests στόμιον ἵπίπειον (or ἵπί που), referring either to the legend of 
Bellerophon and the bridle (φίλτρον ἵππειον) of Pegasus, a story told by Pindar in an ode 
written for the Corinthian Xenophon (Ol. xiii), or perhaps to a particular kind of mouthpiece, 
i.e. one of the ἵππεια ἔντεα said to have been invented by the Corinthians (OV. xiii. 20). 


1605. MENANDER, MISOYMENOS. 
15 X 5:2 cm. Third century. 


This exiguous fragment of a comedy, though containing only the beginnings 
of 27 lines from the top of a column and a few letters from the ends of lines of 
the preceding column, has some interest, since it can with much probability 
be identified. The name of a speaker, Γέ(τας), is inserted in the margin 
against ll. 34-5, and characters of that name are known to have occurred in 
three of Menander’s plays, the “Hpws, Μισούμενος, and Περινθία (if Koerte is 
right in assigning 855 to the last-named play), while the apparent mention in ]. 25 
(cf. 1. 29, n.) of Θρασωνίδης, the name of the leading character in the Micovpevos, 
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indicates the second of the three. Parts of about 50 lines near the end of that 
play are extant in 1018, and there are 14 other fragments of it known, but 
no correspondence with 1605 is at all likely, though one or two are just possible ; 
cf. ll. 24—-5,nn. Geta wasthe slave of Thrasonides, but who his interlocutor here 
was is quite obscure. Other known characters in the play are Clinias, Demeas, 
and Cratea. For the plot, which turned upon the redemption of Cratea through 
her father Demeas from servitude with Thrasonides, a rough soldier, see 1018. int. 
and Koerte, Menandrea, li. 

The handwriting is a medium-sized sloping uncial resembling 1876 (Part 
xi, Plate iii), and probably of the third century, to which some dated documents 
found together with 1605 belong. The speaker’s name is written more cursively 
by a different hand, which does not seem to be appreciably later than that of the 
main text. Paragraphi occur, indicating changes of speaker, but no stops. 

Another papyrus (3rd cent.) containing 23 lines divided between two scenes, 
which has recently been published by Wilamowitz (Sitzungsb. d. Berl. Akad. 1918, 
747-9) as part of an uncertain comedy, perhaps by Menander, is probably to 
be assigned to the Μισούμενος. In the second scene a woman called Cratea 
unexpectedly recognizes her father, whereupon the owner of the house intervenes, 
and in the margin of 1.18 Γεί ) occurs as the name of a speaker. Wilamowitz, 
though noticing the agreement with the Μισούμενος with regard to Cratea, 
attributes the fragment to a different play, chiefly because Γεί ) is supposed 
also to occur in the margin of ]. 12 in reference to a character who is addressed in 
the next line as τηθία. From this he infers that Te( ) is an unknown feminine 
name. But it is much more likely that Te(__) in 1. 18 is Γέ(τας), and that in 1. 12, 
where the decipherment is admitted to be very uncertain, either the marginal 
note is to be read differently or some rearrangement of the supposed speakers is 
to be introduced. Geta and Cratea will then be the characters in the Μισούμενος, 
the father will be Demeas, and the owner of the house Thrasonides, the action 
being highly appropriate to that play. This explanation is confirmed by the 
striking parallelism between Fr. 11 of the Μισούμενος, ἀφανεῖς γεγόνασιν ai σπάθαι 
and 1, 11 of the Berlin papyrus, |p οἰκῷ τὰς σπάθας τῶν γειτόνων. 


Col. i. Col. ii. 
οὐκέτι | 
25 Θρασαϊνιδ 
τι Taval 
καλως Ϊ 
g lines lost ov παιδὶ 
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ζηλοτυπίο 
30 a vuv Ady 
εἰς Toup| yor 
διακοσι 
IO Jecs vn Ata τί 
] ας a aE 
1» amo τῆς .Ϊ 
Ἰν 46 - φαινεῖ 
On διδοασιν [ 
15 ] ᾿προσευξΐ 
΄“͵Ε-- ] οὕτως απὶ 
Ἰν κακον 40 ~ ouk εξαΐ 
7 πως ett 
Jee Ta phpalt 
20 ¢ λεγων τί 
Dene 
| παρην 45 vat φησι | 
). ηκουσα] 
πο" ᾿ἐκπλει τὴ 
΄ᾳγαθα Δ] 
[oa Piper τῇ 
50 [k]adws Ont 


24. οὐκετι is apparently the first word in the last line of a small detached fragment of 
1013 (1. 26). But an actual coincidence is unlikely. 

25. Θρασωΐνιδ : this might possibly coincide with the corrupt Fr. 14 (Koerte) of 
the Μισούμενος, which is generally restored μισοῦσι μὲν | Opacwr(idnr), ὦ πάτερ, ἀπεκτάγκασι 
δ᾽ οὐ. 

29. ζηλοτυπίο : Cf. Περικειρομένη 408--ο ὁ δ᾽ ἀλάστωρ ἐγὼ | καὶ ζηλότυπος ἄνθρωπος, spoken 
by Polemon, the counterpart of Thrasonides in that play. 

34. Perhaps avaye [σ]εζαυτον, as in Σαμία 145. The y is however very doubtful and 
avac .|.{ can be read. It is not clear whether I'e(ras) refers tol. 34 or to 1. 35. The surface 
of the papyrus between ll. 33-4 is rubbed, but there is no trace of a paragraphus, so that if 
T'e(ras) refers to 1. 34 there was probably a change of speaker in the middle of that line. 
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1606. LYSIAS, Orations πρὸς Ἱπποθέρσην, Against Theomnestus, &c. 


Height 29:5 cm. __Late second or early third century. 
Plate II (Fr. 6; Cols. i-ii). 

Lysias has hitherto been represented in papyri only by some small third- 
century B.C. pieces of the oration against Theozotides (P. Hibeh 14); but the 
following fragments of several of his lost private speeches are more extensive 
and valuable. Like 1607-8 and 1612, they form part of the first of the three 
large finds of literary papyri in 1905—6, which also produced 841-4, 852-8, 1012, 
1016-17, 1864, and 1876, the publication of this find being now completed. 
The small group consisting of Frs. 8-18 was found separately in a different part 
of the same mound, but no doubt belongs to the same roll. Originally about 
200 in number, the fragments have been reduced by combinations to 150. Much 
the longest of them is Fr. 6, which contains (1) the last three columns of a speech, 
with the title (ll. 237-8) πρὸς ἹἹπποθέρσην ὑπὲρ θεραπαίνης followed by a blank 
space, (2) the first two columns of a speech directed against a certain Theomnestus 
by an unnamed plaintiff. πρὸς ᾿Ἱπποθέρσην is known as the title of a speech by 
Lysias (no. lxi) from Harpocration, who makes two quotations from it, Fr. 122 
(Sauppe) ἀφανὴς οὐσία καὶ φανερά and Fr. 123 ‘lepdvupos, Fr. 122 seems to be 
connected with Fr. 2 of the papyrus, where οὐσ]ίαν ... ἀφ[ανίσ)αι is a probable 
restoration in 1]. 29-32, and φανερά is possible in l. 48; but Ἱερώνυμος does not 
seem to occur in 1606, though it is tempting to restore his name inl. 89. The 
title of the second speech would at first sight be expected to be κατὰ Θεομνήστου : 
but two orations of Lysias with that title are extant (x and xi), xi being merely 
an abbreviation of x. Since both of these are quite distinct from the speech 
against Theomnestus in the papyrus and presumably refer to a different person, 
while Harpocration seems to have known of only one speech κατὰ Θεομνήστου, 
i.e. the extant oration x (Blass, Attische LBeredsamkeit, i. 611), the title of the 
second speech in 1606 is likely to have been something else. Fr. 9, belonging 
to the smaller group, contains parts of the last 16 lines of what is obviously 
a third speech, with part of the title, which seems to be unknown, and a few 
letters from the beginning of what is much more likely to be a fourth speech 
than the oration πρὸς ᾿Ἱπποθέρσην, and among the numerous minute scraps from 
the main find are certainly three (Frs. 19, 20, and 22), and perhaps two more 
(Frs. 21 and 44), which contain parts of titles. The minimum number of speeches 
represented by the fragments as a whole is four, a figure which could be obtained 
by assigning Fr. g. ii to the speech πρὸς Ἱπποθέρσην, Fr. 19 (κατὰ Θεομνήσϊτου Ὁ) 
or Fr. 22 to the speech against Theomnestus, and Fr. 20 to the title of the third 
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speech, and ignoring Frs. 21 and 44. But at least six of the lost orations are 
much more probably represented, and though all of these may have been quite 
short, it is clear that the fragments are widely scattered over different parts of 
the roll. Lysias is credited by Plutarch (Vita Lys. 836 a) with no fewer than 
425 speeches, of which Dionysius and Caecilius recognized 233 as genuine. The 
names of about 170 are known, and 34 are extant. 

The script is a handsome uncial approximating towards the early biblical 
type, like 1284 (Part X, Plate iv) and 1865 (Part XI, Plate vi), and probably 
belongs to the early part of the third century or even the end of the second. 
Iota adscript was generally written. Paragraphi and two kinds of stops, in the 
high and middle position, are employed ; that Fr. 82, in which a coronis occurs, 
belongs to 1606 is not certain. Fr. 6, in which the upper and lower margins are 
preserved, shows that there were 46-49 lines in a column. The other fragments 
are or may be from the middles of columns except when it is otherwise stated. 
The lines, which tend to begin and end more to the left as the column proceeds, 
range from 15 to 22 letters, generally having 18 or 19, and the >-shaped sign is 
used for filling up short lines. Deletions are indicated by a line drawn (by the 
first hand) above the letters in question ; but the text has not apparently been 
subjected to any independent revision, and several mistakes are noticeable, 
generally omissions; cf. ll. 47, 115, 139, 141, 173, 217, 349-56, 556. 

Of the oration πρὸς ἹἹπποθέρσην the three concluding columns (Il. 126-238), 
though requiring a good deal of restoration, are fairly well preserved, and some 
intelligible passages are provided by four other fragments (1-2 and 4—5) evidently 
belonging to earlier columns of the same speech (ll. 7-19, 28-47, 76-86, 114-24). 
The respective order of these is doubtful, but Fr. 4 may be placed below Fr. 2 
with an interval not exceeding 2 or 3 lines between ll. 48 and 76; cf. ll. 38-44, n. 
Frs. 3 and 26 also probably belong to this oration, and perhaps Frs. 28-30, 87, 
and 1oo-1. It must have been one of Lysias’ more important speeches, being 
concerned, like the oration against Eratosthenes (xii), with the administration of 
the Thirty Tyrants and his own grievances. In xii Lysias prosecuted Erato- 
sthenes, who was one of the Thirty, for the murder of his brother Polemarchus 
(cf. 1606. 8-9, 161); the present action mainly turned on the question of the 
restoration of Lysias’ property on his return from exile. As the title implies, 
the speech was on the side of the defence ; but that the real defendant was not 
the θεράπαινα but Lysias himself, is clear not only from the general tenour of the 
fragments, in which Lysias is very prominent, but from the expression φεύγει τὴν 
δίκην» applied to him in 1]. 183-4, and the closing appeal in 1. 221 ἀποψηφίσασθαι 
Avoiov. How the θεράπαινα became involved in the case does not appear, but 
presumably she was acting merely as Lysias’ agent. With the plaintiff Hippo- 

2 
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‘therses were associated one or more other individuals, the plural being employed 
in reference to the side of the prosecution, which is called οὗτοι in ll. 32 and 229 
and perhaps οἱ ἀντίδικοι in 1.133. Nicostratus and Xenojcles] (ll. 17-18) may well 
be two of the persons meant, and possibly Sosia[des] (Il. 92-3, n.). The dispute 
was concerned with the ownership of property (οὐσία) worth 70 (?) talents, formerly 
belonging to Lysias, which had been seized by the Thirty and apparently sold 
by them to Hippotherses and his associates (Il. 28-34), and which Lysias was now 
trying to recover. By the terms of the amnesty arranged at the time of the 
restoration of the democracy in B.C. 403, sales made during the administration 
of the Thirty remained valid; but unsold property reverted to its original owners, 
an exception being made in the case of land and houses, i.e. immovable property, 
which were to be returned in any case (ll. 38-48). This reference to the amnesty 
is important, confirming Grote’s views (Hist. of Greece, viii, ch. 66) on the 
nature of the agreement ; but the precise application of it to the dispute between 
Hippotherses and Lysias is obscured by the incompleteness of Frs. 1-5. Lysias 
evidently regarded the terms of the amnesty as in favour of his contentions, but 
Hippotherses too may have appealed to it, and perhaps the interpretation was 
one of the chief points of dispute. In ll. 13-17 Lysias complains that he was 
being prevented by the prosecution from buying back his own property from 
the purchasers; but in ll. 76 sqq. he is found objecting to a claim of Hippo- 
therses for half the price of, apparently, the οὐσία described in ll. 28-34, and in 
ll. 114 sqq. he criticizes the legality of the sales effected by the Thirty. This 
evidence is not very easy to combine into a connected argument ; but apparently 
the οὐσία bought from the Thirty by Hippotherses contained land and houses, 
and Hippotherses refused to surrender these without compensation, whereupon 
Lysias, through the θεράπαινα, took some step towards ejecting Hippotherses 
which resulted in the prosecution, possibly in some form of δίκη ἐξούλης. The 
peroration, to which ll. 127-236 belong, does not throw much light on the 
facts of the case, which are referred to only in general terms (Il. 224-36), but 
in itself is of much interest, since it contains an eloquent comparison of Lysias’ 
behaviour towards the State with that of his opponent. The patriotism of Lysias, 
who after losing his brother and much property made large sacrifices in support 
of the democrats, is recorded in a passage which was evidently before Plutarch 
when writing his account of this part of Lysias’ life (ll 163-71, n.), and is 
contrasted with the pro-Spartan zeal of Hippotherses. The speech must have 
been delivered very soon after the restoration of the democracy, i.e. in 403 or 
402 B.C. 
The second oration, that directed in prosecution of Theomnestus, after a very 
short introduction (ll. 239-46), proceeds to the narration of the facts. The 
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unnamed plaintiff claims to have lent his friend Theomnestus 30 minae in 
order to pay a debt to a certain Theozotides for which judgement had 
been entered against Theomnestus. The transaction took place without 
witnesses, and Theomnestus, having subsequently quarrelled with the plaintiff, 
now denied the loan (ll. 246-61). After a mutilated passage apparently 
explaining the nature of the quarrel, which seems to have been connected with 
the guardianship of some property, and the unsuccessful attempts of the plaintiff 
to get his money returned (ll. 261-95), a dilemma is propounded for the defence. 
Theomnestus must maintain either that he borrowed the money from some one 
else, or that he did not borrow any money at all, in order to pay Theozotides 
(11. 295-301). Of these alternative lines of defence the first is rebutted in 
ll. 301-40, Fr. 7 probably belonging to the column following Fr. 6. v, while the 
second is dealt with in ll. 340-66 by putting a number of questions designed to 
show that Theomnestus would not have run the risks which he actually incurred, 
if he had had the requisite money at hand. The rest of the speech is lost, and 
there are no indications of the date of its delivery. 

The third speech (Frs. 8, 9. i and probably some of Frs. 10-18), apparently 
against a person whose name ended in -ylius, seems to have been concerned 
with the sale of a ship at Carthage, and a question of partnership; but there is 
nothing to show what was the subject of the fourth speech (Fr. 9. ii and probably 
some of Frs. 10-18). With regard to the remaining fragments the more or less 
probable position of Frs. 13, 16, 28, 45, 53, 73, 80, and 128 has been ascertained. 
Fr. 25 apparently comes from a fifth speech about an inheritance (κλῆρος), and 
Frs. 31 and 39, which probably belong to the same oration, may be connected with 
a reference in Harpocration to βεβαιώσεως δίκη in two unnamed speeches of Lysias 
(cf. 1. 493, n.), while probably one of Frs. 19-22 belongs to the title of it. Fr. 64 
might come from the speech πρὸς ᾿Αλκιβιάδην or that πρὸς ᾿Αρχεβιάδην. 

We are indebted to Mr. E. Lobel and Dr. C. Hude for several good 
suggestions in the restoration of this papyrus. 


(a) πρὸς ἹἹπποθέρσην. 


Fest. 
11 letters ΕΑ 15 Olovs τοῖς εωνημενίοις 
Io, eye Sarna [[7]e eavrov]] δυναται κ[ομιζε 
ΓΝ υσυκηρῴανϊτ. ---- σθαι Νικοστρατος yalp δι 
ὌΝ vs) eye, eRe Oe κἸαζεται μετα Ἐενοκίλεους ἢ 
Beene) | OUTOS .1.- «ὦ. «ὦ: τοῦ m@An|cavTos.....-- 
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ose \ratel... 2.5 es 

Be ie εἸξεφυ[γεῖν τοῖν de a 

ergloly αὐτίοἱν [Πολεμαρχον 

] αἀπεκτειναν καὶ τὴν [over 
10 aly agelAovTo καὶ [ews 
pe ev Πειραιει ὠιχεῖτο ἡ 
ξήου κατελθων απίοφε 
ρίεσθαι νυνι δὲ επείιδη ἡ ὃ 


κἸει οὐδὲ την τιμὴν [ato 


Br: 


Ang O Seca ova |vav 
30 δὲ εβδίομηκοῖντα Ta 
λαντων [aredo ?\yTo nv 
ουτοι ovT adglavic|at ovT απὸ 
δοσθαι πολίλων] ἡμερων 
eden) τοι 
35 νυν μεθ [υἹμων φ[ευγων 
Δυσιας [ωιχετο και μετα] 


εδυναῖντο 


του vpletlepou πληθους 

κατηλθεν κελευουσων 

των συνθηκὼων Ta μεν 
40 πεπραμενα τοὺς εωνὴ 
μένους εχειν τα δὲ a 
[π]ρατα τους κατελθοντας 
[κἸομιξεσθαι ovros ovre γὴν 
[ov]7 οἰκιαν Κεκτήμενος 
[a] και at συνθηκαι τοις κα 
[τεἸλθουσιν απεδιδοσαν 
[εα]ν de (αν ὅδ[ε1} αποδα[σὶι 
[ - |epa 


20 .\va aomd 12 letters 


εὐ παρὰ} “140%, 
πεϊντηκονῖτα ἘΠῚ 
δραχμῶν τι, 
νῳ οἵ τά 


25 «Ἰδους τς ΤΣ 


55 


60 


65 


σθαι 0°.) aa 
sitas of ΤΟΣ 


First; 
πολλων [ 
πὶ Ἰιπομῖ 
“i clovnper| 
af Ἰτων Ἱπποῖθερσ 


Ἱπταῖ 


vag 
᾿δεπί 

ed Oa 

ὠιχετῖο 
λων αἱ 

[εἸκειν! 

ποιησαΐ 

σασανΐ 

ὡς ασπίιδ 


ἡσαμεῖν 


1606. 


Fr a Colyk 
πο π 1 μετα ταϊυτα] τοι 
[vuly ὦ avdpes δικασται το 
[ημ]ισυ της τιμης ηξι 
[ov παρα Λυσιου λαβειν re 
80 [γων] τας eavrov συμῴο 
[plas ὠὡσπερ τουτου θησαυ 

[plov [εἶπι των τριάκοντα 
[εἸσυρηκοτος αλλ οὐκ αἀπολω 
[Ae]koros Ta ovta διαγα 
85 [ναϊκτουντος ὃ αὐτου kat 

[ 


χαλείπως φεροντος προς 


oe jue]. &@ 
ΠΡ τὸς Ἰυλου ἄχαρ 
Oe [veas.... οἷ Ἰπουσιν avT@ 
ΠΡ τοὺ; ] παραλαβων 
. (ea ee ] Tov Σωσια 
| LA oe Ἰνειστὴν ἢ 
ere fh oite 3 Seiya ] συγκειμε 
oS eee Jos ὠμολο 
ἘΠ ea jev τοις αν 
| GRD ROP aces Ἰομε 
UD «aie ares te) Raa ] avnp 
ἘΠ τ πος Ἰενωι 
eee er Ἰσεδει 


Golei, ΡΊΖΕΣ it: 
ἢν 6 ot Oe συἸνθη 
τ -.-:, το]υς νομοὺς 
πο -... akn|KoaTe ἢ 


Pa Jas δικαιοτε 
π΄ = Ἰντας Xe 


LYSIAS 


33 
ΕΝ seo. ii. 


T pol 
δικηΐ 


[λυ 


105 


110 


115 


120 


125 


γεν .Ϊ 
TOU, 
τροπὶ 
δωνΐ 


σιναΐ 


᾿ἕαντος Ϊ 


{1π 


ΒΓ Ρ. 
δεινὸν γίαρ 
[av ein ὦ ανδρες δικασται Ϊ 
[ee κἸατηλθεζτεν plely ὡς αδίι 
ἰκΊουμενοι των δὲ οντων | 
[αἸποστερεισθε ὡς αδικουνΐ 
[τε]ς᾿ Katro[t] δικαίως αν 
[οργιζοι]σθε τοις εωνημε 
ἰνοιῖς τα vpeTEepa εν ταῖς Το! 
[αυ]ταιῖις συμῴοραις πρω 
[roly μεν yap οι τριακονΐτὰ 
[ovdey αν emwdovy εἰ οἱ [ὼ 
[νησομ]ενοι μὴ noav ἐΐ. 
τί. -Jykav εἶ. .ν 


Col. 11 -Ὁ Fr. 80. Plate ii. 
[Πλει]ον g[evo|y ovTa ε 
αυΐτω]ι emeioev] αὑτὸν dul 
ο τάλαντα πίαρ]ασχειν Tle 
Ant καὶ ἀντι τίο]υτων οὐδὲ 
μιαν χίαρ)]ιν ovde δωρεαν 


St 


135 


140 


145 


150 


155 


160 


THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 


HVE Be ce ens Ἰς βελτιους" 
τ store Tjov[s] αντιδι 
[kous.. .]eto|..... | υμιν 
Sons | TovT@y ἐπιτρέπο 
[μεν alkovoavtas τα Avot 


[ar και πποθερσηι πεπρὰ 
[γμεν]α οποτεραν βουλεσθε 
ἰκρισιν ?] πραγματος ψηφι 
[σασθαι] περι τουτων οπὸ 
[(re)pos βελΊτιων wy περι τὴν 
[ηἡμετερΊαν πολιν τυγχα 

[vec δεοῖμαι ὃ υμων ακου 
[σαι twa κ͵αι ουτος υμιν do 
[ξας yplnoros evar προθυ 
[μηται εἸπὶ του λοίπου και ο 
[Ππποθερ]σης ἀκουσας τα 


προσηκΊοντ αὐτωι βελτι 
Poa nk | = 


[wv τὸ Aotlrov ne οτίι] μεν 
[ow ? ...Ja Avo... . υἹμιν 
ΡΣ Ἰεπί. παΊντε 


[Aws ἢ δηλοὴν 
[wets ηυδα)ιμονειτε πλου 
[σιωτατὸς nly τῶν μετοι 
κων επειδ]η δὲ συμῴο 
[ρα εγενετοὶ ἐπέμενε 
[ovde γ]αρ ελαχίστον pe 
[pos των υμεΐτερων δυστυ 
[χίων ... .Jucev avopws 
[vo τῶν τριαΐκοντα και 
[adeAgou και] χρηματων 
ἰπολλων απεσΊτερημ[ εἸνος] 
[ἐπεὶ δὲ φευΐγων ὠιϊχετο 
[ἐπικουρους] τριακοσι 


[ous ἐπεμψεν ἢ] εἰς τὴν κα 


eos] plely yap v 


175 


180 


185 


190 


195 


200 


205 


παρ υμιν κεκομισται Kat 
φευγων μεν τοιουτος nv 
κατελθων de ovdeva mo 
[ποτε AOnvatwy ελυπὴη 
ἰσεῖν ovre περι τῶν αὑτοῦ 
αἰν]αμνημισκων evep 
γίεσιίζων ουτε περι των ad 
λ[οἸτριων ονειδιζων apap 
[τηἱματων 


κηι περι avTov λεγειν ν 


νυν δ avay 


70 τοιουτου yap φευγει THY 
δικ[η]ν 


᾿τραϊκο]σιων φευγων wxe 


os ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν TE 


Τὸ εκ Δεκελειας δὲ ορμω 
μενος μίεῖτα τῶν πολε 
prov εἶπι τὴ]ν πατριδα 
ἐστρατευΐσεν οἱ Ole τῆς πὸ 
Aewls ἐχθροι κατηγαὶ 

γον αὐἴτον και] πίολιτην 
υμείτερον επ᾿οιησαν 
᾿ὡστὶ οιμαι πασίι δηλον 
etva{t] οτ 1] pleolly vuve 
ῴρονει τῶν τίειχων wiKo 
δομημενων [n Tov 

τοτε καθηιρημενων [ 

ovd ομ[ο]ϊιας ελπιδας ε 
χει emt Talis υμετεραις 
ευτυχ[ιαι9] Kat συμφοραις 
εἰτὰα τίελεος 3] ὧν [π]ολιτὴης 
[[kac]] ουδίεπωπΊοτε avrax 
μεταμελη[σα]ν οἴυδε δι 

α την ηλικι[α]ν βελτι 
ὧν yeyevnper[os συκο 
φαντει τοὺς πολλίους pe 


1606. LYSIAS 


[Oodov και π]αρεσχετο 6 a υμας ειργαϊσΊαῖτο. .. 
[χρηματὰ τε dlpaypas και σα ν.- 
7 lines lost (optic et iee siete is ate ree 

219 αριστα [a ite ah tgt ee eos 
ρον Aver. .aeeceiene eee 


καὶ πεν <ts) eee eee 


216} '» [aANIS Se ee ene 


Ἐτ. δ. Colt iii: 


Alvo.ay de χαριν] παραΐ τία] ὃ vpes δωσετε ἡ τις 
του [δημου απολαμΊβανζειν ev) τοϊυτων ευδαιμονεστε 
εργίεσιαν} τὴν μεγι 230 [pos] εἰ pn μονον [περι] τῶν 


[ 
στίην memon|kota deo [roT]e πραχθεντων συγ 
220 pale ουἷν vpov ὦ avdpes [γνωμην avros εξετε 
δικασται αποψηφισασθαι [αλλα] και νυνι περι ov 
“υσιου μεμνημένους [αν els vpas εισιωσιν o 
και τ[ο]υτου κίαι] Toy adAwy 235 [ca] αν κελευωσιν ψηφι 
τῶν εἰρημένων εἰ de εισθε 


225 ply] τις ἐσται TovTov ἀνθρω < eee 
πων SvoTUXETTEPOS EL τὰ sal Inzo ae 
[μεν] avror Brat ληψονται ὑπερ θεραπαινης 


(6) Against Theomnestus. 


Hi 6. Col-iv. Hrs O00 COV. 
[φαήνεται [dja rolv]. - [.] [ 
(a) ---- Ἴτου Θεομνηστος Ϊ 
[mpos ?] vpas [ox]edov παν 290 [ 
[- - «ἦναι ovrw yap διε οἷ 
[θηκε ? wore μὴ po ὃ 
[νον επ])ιτροποὺυς εἰναι KE την αναγκὴν [...+-- 
245 ἷ- - - αἸλλα x[ale τὴν ουσιαν σεως ovd avTos αν. . . - 


τς ov|rt ὃ εταιρωι 295 τει αναγκη ὃ av[Tai 
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[Θεο]μν[ησήτωι τριακον 
[τ|α μνας εδωκα δικην 
deov εκτισαῖι ΘἸεοδοτιδηι 
250 πριν δυναι Tov ἡλίιον εἰ 
δὲ pn υπερημερον εἰναι 
δοὺς δὲ womep etko[s] αν] εν 
μαρτυρων αποστ εἸρου[ μ]ε 
νος αναγκαζομαι δικα 
255 ζεσθαι Θεομνηστος de 
προ Tov μεν ny μοι φιλος 
και εταιρος νυνι δὲ πει 
σθεις ὑπο τῶν ἐμων εχθρων 
ταυτὰα τε πραττει και αλ 
260 Ao οτίουν αν εἰς epe [εἸτολμη 
σεν" πριν Ole ταυτη]ν ἢ 
[μὴν τὴν διιαφορ]αν γενε 
σθία]ι ovre ηἰνωχλη]σα οὐὔτε 


απηιτησα [To ἀργ͵]υριον ov 


0 εν mloAus εξο 
ΟΣ lv δὲ εωρων 
στ} ihe «neater επι]τροπὴν 
ουσίιας αὐτῶ κα͵τεσκευα 
σμείνην ....1. ντὸ pe 

ΠΣ ΟΥ̓ ὦ τ τ τ ἡ 7" Τῆς ἃ 
2 EE A Ἴτε ore εδω 


k αυτω avev μ]αρτυρων. 
δους [de και την] απαιτὴη 
σιν τ ΗΝ Ἰς. ἐναντι 
275 ov ὁ 


ἡγηϊσαμὴν περ)ιεργον 
Εἰ α τ᾿ νὴ ΜΩΡῸΣ 


ποιο ῬἼυμενος 


ΡΥ τ μι |répov 
ca mcalrer alee et eens leu: 
280° Chol ere aictgsas ¥ lee 


εἰ μὴ παρ εμοὺυ τῖο αργυ 

ριον exet δυοιν θατίερον 

n παρ ετερου φαϊ[σκζειν εἰ 

ληφεναι ἡ αὐτίον TO Tray? 
300 εκτετίκεναι Talt Oeodo 

τιδηι εἰ plely τοίινυν 
rap] eTepou φησει [ειλὴ 
[pevat] Kam: . ...... 


3°9 


310. |.» hvivay oo 0... εἾειν 
Pe ESF Ἰν μη amo. 
Re ras. le toxov a. [ 
ἰόντ ΠΣ 1 vd ετερωΐν 
Ta ΕΝ ΝΣ oe [Pe ΤΌΚΟΣ 

Ἔσο. ] map εμοῖυ ? 
€ oes me Ἰσεν του συνίῖδο ὃ 
τοῖς . .1. την αποριαν of 


κυΐ εἰν] δεηθηναι" πίαρα 
δὲ των μηνυσονταῖΐν 
320 τοῖς εχ[θ]ρ[ο]ις αξίΠουν dal 
νειζεῖσθαι: κα[ἦτοι πίως 
“εἰκὸς Ta μεν ἐμα εἶτε 
ροις συνεκδιδίοσθαι av 
τῶι δὲ map ετερων δία, 
325 νειζεσθαι)] ως ὃ ov.|.. 
τος ηξ[ιω]σί εἰν αυτωι μῖ.. 
οντὸς map ετερου Savile 
σθαι μεγα υμ[ι]ν τε 
κμηριον ἐρῶ οἶτε) yap ἴε 
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Maite ts ahs Ἰθατεῖ 1] 330 χο[ρηγει ανΐδρα]σι [εἰς Ac 
επί ρων ὁ | ουν τι ε ονυσία 161.0 enn χι 
ἜΤ eA: Tlo ἀργυρι λίας δραχίμας ....:. pu? 
Bret is ke. ait 8 ]. εἰς eor | σθον dteduloe... 2... 

ΠΡ 7... 3's 6 wy 17. εἰ av : 
hates ae ae Tlov mpa 
VWiPATOS. 6 ss 7 mown 


Frs. 7+45+73. 


4338, [νοι] oh eee 350 dpa enle|rpeme τηΐι Tluxnie 
334 περι τῇ. -Jovf.Ja. . [ εἰ [klae τί] e€arpyns [εἶπα 
335 μου οἰκνειν den[Onvar?.. θεν περι TO σῶμα apa 
τε de | πέρι του Boos πί..... και Tov βιον αναγ[κασθ]η 
[elm εἰμοι οἰκείωι ov7[t.... vat made εἰς τουτῖο mplo 
[.|ae | προς μὲν ovy τίο παρε 355 [ἤκοῖντα wore εἰ edu [ο] ηλι 
[τ]ερ[ο]υ φασκειν εἰληφε [os] ὑπερημερου ovtios κΊ͵αι 
340 [val ταυτα Aeyw αν ἴδε... [τι]Σ ουτως ἀνοητος οστ[ιἸς 
oe .] .Jovros apyup|iov.. ᾿ [avlrov mapackevager [v 
[.. vjuas tov Θεοίμνηστον ὃ [πο] τοις εχ[θ]ροις yever Oat 
[εντ]ευθεν χρη [εξεταζειν ? 360 [η τῇις ovTws αῴφρων οστις 
[πω]ς εἰκος εστιν η]. - "τ Ὁ ΠΣ τ, Jee ολιγου δειν a 
345 [- «(]Ἰς ἀργυριου πε[ρ)ιιδ[ειν)] ε Ia > τ vac ἡ Tis Vv 
[av|rov εἰς τὸν εσχαϊΐτον] κιν i te cee ] οστις Af. .].v 
δίυνον ελθοντα kale Tolcav SS ier ρου ἢ \alfod sear: 
τὴν [Ovapw επι[δ]ειξαι ASS |b. Gamera lv εξο.. 
τοις €XOpots Kat (TIS) ovTiw] odo Pits ats ale ee ge aut cigs > 
(c) Against... ylius, Ὁ. 
Fr. 8. Fr 9, Col. 4, Feo, Coluse 
[uap|ruples Spears ene Pegs Ἰυμίιν = 390 [ 
[πα]λιν toler [ω] ανδρεῖς ἴ- «τ Ὁ Ἰυτων τοις μάρτυ [ 
ἰδικασται ws την] vavy 375 [oe | W δ [ 
370 [ev Kjapyndove απίε]δοτο [ 1 μαρτυρες [ 
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[μα]Ἱρτυρησουσιν [υἿμιν oft [ως μεῖν τοινυν ὦ avdpes | Ta. [ 
[emijmAcovtels... + ee [Ockac]rat οὐκ eyevouny 395 ᾿δικ 
[αυτΊωι κ[ο]ινωνος ακίου ka .[ 
Feer10: 380 [care] τῶν μαρτυρων Kat Auf 
Ἰαταπί Sher dr 15 58. ]. amodope or[ 
#05 #9) .Ol.\ ἢ ᾿ραναύ.: lv ἀποδοσθαι πηΐ 
71. ε Kae [.Jol [... τ]αυτα τοινυν ὦ αν 400 Ϊ 
Ἰεις μεντί [δρες δικαστῆαι σκοπουν εσί 
] map ετερωΐν ? 385 ΠΤ wa was e--- up. lef. Tol 
Jas de λεί Bar so. α΄. δῖ τί 
410 | διαλλαΐ [...7v] ναῦν [Ἐπ 


1ε..1 [- «-ὐ Ψηϊφισα[σῖθε 


[ mpos 7-.υλιον 


ἘΠ τς ἘΠῚ ΤΟ. Es, 12. 

εύ πὶ , jAov .[.. ' ΜῸΡ of col. 

[- ++ Trl DAL " 425 }- ft. L- 1480 1 paprupl 

Becesitict ¢ ]. ov ovral Ἰομαι 
415 [Jy wl ἷν perl [vaprupes] 

ονταΪ.] . δικαι [γ Ἰριὰ 

[Jey dn τισιν al ] αδικως α ΕἸ. 14. 

[-Ἰου[.Ἰαντὰ ἂρ ....οὐ 430 Ju οἱον οὐ ὁ πη 

τω σφοδρα pov [κατε Ἰσατε 440 dv ern προσί eda? 
420 φρονησεν ἴωΐστίε. .. |... eroApe oxe βουλεσθαι af 

σθα[ἢ ἀντί 1. πραγμα- με ποιησασβῖαι 

[- Jo δεινοτῖ ΠΡ... end of col. 

[. « -]re[. εἷντί 43δ yal. -. 

Feors: Frei. Fr. 19. Fr. 18, 

[- -Jonoz[ 441 Ἱπίοὴν 450 1. στ.[ 453 }- vl 

aver] a) Ἶμεν . [ Ἰειτί 
445... - ελί Ἰεφα ]--[ 45. Jee 


Lint 


Hos 19 Fr. 20. 
456 Jrov 457 προς [ 
Fre 23. 
Τ. [-}ro7{ 
Ἰου και [ 
Ἰτουμί 470 
apex ople 
465. Ἰητε' καὶ 
1 φασκοῖν 
wl 
475 
480 
Fr. 26 


1606. 


PYSLAS 


(ὦ MISCELLANEOUS. 
Frv2i. 


458 ] παρανίομων ? 


pirupas ε .[ 


ov ore τί 
αν]αγκη 7. [ 
Ἰηρεν καλουΐμεν 
end of col. 


μα 


Pre Ῥλς 


ΑἹ 


[1- 


. Ἰάκοντος 


.3 ἄλλ᾽ εἰ μεν ant... 


πολεμίους av[T. . 
οὐκ av εἰχεν [.. 
τοιουτωι ὅΐε 


ae ojron ηγησαᾳϊτο) δῖ! 
[καἸϊίως ἀαγαναϊκτειν 
emt τῶν πατίριων απὸ 


518 


Tan] 
ται yl 
τος τί 
ζετίαι 
deg 
ρους . [ 
ev τηΐ 
μ 


485 


490 


495 


500 


39 


Bro22. 
459 ged 
460 προς [0 Ὁ]. 


Fr. 25. 
Jal 

Jeoroe [ 
Jey συμβᾳῖλ 
] μη Tov kAn[pou 
1 χρηματαῖν 

1 εἰς ταυτηῖν 

Ἰην εκτισιν σωτί 


τοὶν KAnpov απὶ 
αι την παιδισκίην 


| ovy edn βεβαίι 


Ἰση[.1 δ᾽ εἰ τι φηΐ 
Jak enor δικαΐ 
}r[.] ακου[σΊας te. [ 
| ae. . [Juz 

βο]υλευσί 


Inv τι τί 
Ἰατι 


Br 25. 
520°. | 


60 


στερουμενος [....-. 
510 pot δοκουσιν olt Ta vpe 


τερα mplaper[ol..... 


Frs. 29+ 30+28?. 


630 OUl. ss: Same Werle ae 
ΒΤ Ἰεροις ε 
δ θὺ σοι Jat avrov πα 
Pal ln deter Jov αποδει 


Ea. Jo. [1-. 


αἾυτον ενανΐ 


535 Tila τοις αλίλοι9] γ[ἤγνωσκον 
Ta μονον (a?) ally αἸυτω δικαι 


[w]s map ὑμὼν φ[εῖροι το]. ν 


[- ...ν πὼς yap | δυναϊτ]αι 
end of col. 


Fr. 99. 
[Ἰφητί 
550 [.]Oevral 
[»π|.} - [ 
[ 


oluk εθελί. .] . [ 560 


εἰχετε ov yap δίήκαζιον ὃ 
μεν υμ[ν εἰσεν.. [. .. 
555 ὕπερ τίο]υτου [.]η 


1.1 


Frogs. Fr. 36. 
[- .]. veo 580 ,Ϊ 
στρατειᾳΐ di 
575 Kat ετεῖ φί 
συνε. [ αυΐ 
Tov, | “Te Avi 
λευτί 585 εκί 


[1ραΐ δ 


THE OXYRHYNCHUS 


PAPYRI 


al 


τι 


Fear 


Ἰωναί. 


Ἰνοσυνῖ. 


Ἰσρὸος τουΐ 


] Kat τοις go 


jac ayava 


mloAAa npap 
Jou μηδὲν 
jov ῴροντι 


αμφι]σβητει τωι | 


P5733: 
7. evos { 
lrov ovros de τὶ 
δηιαγομενος [| 
StalAeAuKe την [ 
jv o φασκων Ϊ 
Jatos εἰναι τῶν | 
ν πρίοὶς [ras ενιαΐ 


ΤΥ 


Le eu 


Je. 7. [ 


Fr. 34. 
565 |. 
\ra 
Jap 
1θαι 
Ἰρα 
510 ἢν 
Ἰσα 
Ἰτα 


Fr. 48. 
lvl 
595 }ιν yap [ 
Ἰτουτί 
el 
Ἰσαί 
rel 
600 jy. [ 


1606ς.Ύ. "LE YSIAS 61 
Pre 30. Fr. 40: 
Joo. [ (ΟΙ. 1. Col. ii. 
BleBaroe af 2 lines lost af 
olvk απὶ ] τ a! 
αμφ]ισβητί τον πὶ 
605 | αποσί ]. ou 3 lines lost 
Joa ] 620 a. [ 
i: ec. [ 
Fr. 41 Br 42; δύ, ΠΟ, Fr. 44. 
16 Ἰτηῖ { \pof 
1δρί Jrouf 635 A Ἰκοστί 
Ἰπεν μα δι ve 
625 Ἰπροσί jo. [ τ κ᾿ Ἰημῖ 
wra.[ ep - [ κί 645. 1 
λα Jed] ε Jrouf 
649 af Pot 
Fr. 45. Fr. 46. 47 Pros; 
vou }ro. [ 1: 1.1 
| mepe τί 2 lines lost ] 1.0 
ὅδο Ἰμου of Ire. ν [1.1 | fore Ἱπτί. 
Ἰτεδεί Ἰγα επιτηδέ[ια ? v 670 Ἰηχιο 
|re . [ ju ὡς αξιον ef - 665 Ἰν Ἰ- 
Jel 660 Ἰης φίω]νησαι Joe Jav 
Fr. 49. Fr. 50. Pro 5 i iS 2: 
Ἰρου \e εἰσεῖ Ἰ και ε }-[ 
}.€ 71. eon py ov.[ ].v Aa. AL 
675 Ἰρειν 680 Ἶωστο.Ϊ 685 ομοἸλογουνΐ 690 1. ὧι τῶι περυσιΐ 
Tare ke τυγχίαν Jw τὸ al Juevov δ᾽.Ἰυξ . [ 
Ἰν Ἰοντί Ἰσεσί Ἱνττί 
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Ἐ 55: 
Ja . [ 
Ἰλει τις. 
ὅρ5 Ἰαθηκί 
Ἰμφεσί 


σι 


Ἐτ. te 
ἸΓ . TAAL 


τρηραρχί 
725 πλο]υσιωταίτ 


Ἰω.[ 


Fr. 65. 
Ἰσιεί 
Ἰκλί 
749 1. τί 
Ἱερουΐ 
Jape 


Fr. 69. 
ved 
Ἰυτον [ 
Ἱκον 
760 Ἰαπί 
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Fr. 54. Fe.ugie Fr. 56. 
1..1 }. “λα 706 Jul 
Ἰιαιταί ον φασκων [ 
700 1 μαρτυσίι ὃ ] exewns..[ 
705 γον adda rf 
μαρτυρες end of col. 
Fr. 58. Fr. 59. Fr. 60. 
711 kool 118. ἹἸψασί ] εργαΐ 
Ἰασεί Jon mol 7200 ἢ: τεινΐ 
Ἰν yal Ἰνομενΐ Ἰκανεῖ 
1. κυὶ }.-[ Ja 
Fr. 62. τ 68: Fr. 64. 
Ἰ21 Ἰὰνισὲ 1380 Ἵντον εἶ Juror ποῖ 
5 τὰ Jac τὸν ἢ 735 Ἰιδηξαι τί 
Vv op Ἰασουκί jt αναισχυνίτος 
end of col. jad Soo?adns κί 
Fr. 66. Fr. 67. Fr. 68. 
5} top of col. Jol 
J. arf J. al wil 
145 Jf Jor χί YM 
Ἰντί 750 Ἰναΐ 755 7ον αἱ 
It 1.1 rs 
Figo: Fri7n ΡΣ 72: 
τ ὁ σὰ} 9] Ἰνοσί 
Χρονΐ 7.ου οἵ 710 Ἰοιτί 
την [ Ἰετοί Ἰβων [ 
τί Ἰεῖ ἹἸεριεῖ J. αἱ 


Τὺ 78. 
Jeu 
Jeol 
775 {π΄ 
1:1 


Pr. 77. 

την [ 
790 ουδὶ 

ψηφί: 


ᾳπουΐ 


Pr; Si. 
805 |..[ 
Ἰωνδὶ 
. jade 
Ἰαλλί 


Fr, 85. 
821 δου τί 


ημισίυ 
πλησι 
end of col. 


Fr. 89. 
835 οπ.Ϊ 

ota . | 

ot πλοί 

end of col. 


Feo93. 
847s Jef 


] δὲ τουτωι mre. [ 


Ἰεμετί 


1606ς5. Υ51...35 
Fr. 74, Le Wi 
[οὶ ᾿ς οἵ! 781 Sw ϑ]σιαδη 
{Πποῖ 1. - θελη 
[1ου.1 Ἰπην. 
780 [Ἰεινΐ 16 
Fr. 78. Fr. 79 
σθαι" και €.[ Ἰεκί. 
[...]uevoy [ Ἰν- ὦ 
795 ἴ-..1.ν" εξ. Ἴθω 
oer δο οἡ 800 Ἰπαι 
Fr. 82. Fr. 83 
τ Te 
Σ---- 
810 [ leks 
“a 815 re 
oral ] * ξι 
Fr. 86 Fr, 87. 
(ell top of col. 
825 Ἰαυΐ 1 μαρτίυρ 
19.1.1 Jae o αυἱ 
Ἰισεαῖ 830 1.1 
Fr. go ἘΠ Οἷς 
Ἰοντί 84τ ὧν Tol 
Ἰφανωνΐ τιαν τί 
840 jura [.]...[ Knv .[ 
Fr. 94. Fr. 95. 
850 palpruper [ 852 αἱ 
th πραξιν [ αἱ 
end of col. ηἷ 
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Fr. 80. 
801 Jal. .] τὴν 
Ἰοιησαν 
Je δηλον 


lv νυνι 


855 1. τῇ .Ϊ 
Ἰσφεισὶ 


Ἰονιαὶ 
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Fr. 97. Fr. 98. Fr. 99. Fr. 100. 
top of col. top of col. 862 αἱ 865 Ἰαιολί 
858 ] ποτε ere 860 Ἰτω.Ϊ τί el | 
ὦ avdples dtkalorat Jopal λί pr | 
Fr. ror. Πρ τοῦ. Fr. 103. Fr. 10a; 
868 iu 870 Ins opyns aval Ἰποῖ 8176 vax pl 
blank space Jas δικαζειν [ Ἰια Ἰσὸον πεῖ 
wel jor πρὶ 875 18 Ἰ. 001 
Fr. 105 Fr. 106. Fr. 107. Fr. 108. 
Ἰαι 882 [Ἰλου 885. Κη | etl 
880 Ἰιδο[ [.Jre ou ἴσχυ . [ ]rol 
]- «I ΠῚ ol 8090 Ἰαντα.Ϊ 
Fr. 109 Mr 110, Fr. Τα Frau 
891 Jal ].-[ 897 Ἱπρί 900 Jpa 
1. al 895 Ibe. [ [eval αι 
Ἰαφί Ἰαυτί }-[ le 
Fr, 113 Fr, 114. Fr. T15; Fr. 116, 
1. [ρ΄ 906 Ἰανΐ 908 Ἰικ| top of col. 
Ἰτιν τωι Of Ἰιαρί 910 Tol 
905 JO..[ end of col. end of col. xf 
ΠΤ. Fr, 118. Fr. 119. Fr, 120. 
912 jor πί Ἰδρευε 916 Ἰτι ακηΐ 918 juror 
val 915 In ἢ Je απατηϊ olude 
Fr. 121. ΓΕ 0; Fr, 123. Fr, 1245 
920 Ἰευΐ 922 1 Ἰτου κί 926 jay 
]. οδ΄ Ir vp 925 Jor αἱ Ἰνοι 


Pre 125. 
928 Ἰδικωΐ 
|e τρια 


Fr. 120. 
936 lop . 

jep dau 

B13 3. 

Ἵμενος of 
945 δὲ και [ 


el 37. 


952 εἰνί 
am. [ 


ΠΤ 141. 


960 jro al 


τα. [ 


Fr. 145. 
968 Oa 
Ἰστί 
Fr. 149. 
976 |v 
oa 
Ἰσ 
rtd 53. 
983 Ἰτολί 


es Lets, ας 


1606. 


Fr, 126. 
930 ᾿στρίατ 
Ἰεισεί 


ἘΠ 179: 


938 |v pr 
|. ¢ 


| 


Fir ΤΟΙ, 
945) εμαιΐτ 
πε ?|prear nl, 
Fre bao. 
μ.[ 
955 cae 
Fr. 142. 
962 Ἶται αἱ 
105 
Fr, 146. 
970) |. 9] 
Ἰσπῖ 
Fr. 150. 
top of col. 
979 αλλί 


Frt54s 


984 Ἰατί 


οὗτος... [eléepul yey, ro[y δὲ ἀ]δελφ᾽ o\v αὐτο] 


LYSLAS 


Fria. 
932 Jecal 

Ἰδιοτί 

iene? I 


940 lox . [ 


[αν 


Bryans. 


948. Ἰσμῖ 
am loorepn| 


Kr. 199. 
956 αἱ 
KL 

ΤΠ 17. 


μα] 
965 Jol 


Fr. 147. 


OTe 155. 
Jol 


Fr. 151. 


§a0 * ne | 
Ἰταυτοΐ 


Fr. 155. 


985 Jar| 


A 


υ 


65 


Fr. 128. 


935 αἸνδρ[ες 


Fr. 132, 


[Πολέμαρχον͵ ἀπέκτειναν καὶ τὴν 


[οὐσίαν ἀφείλοντο. καὶ [ἕως μὲν ἐν Πειραιεῖ ᾧχεΪτο ἠξίου κατελθὼν ἀπ[οφέρἼεσθαι, νυνὶ δὲ ἐπειδὴ 
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jeje οὐδὲ τὴν τιμὴν ἰἀποδ]οὺς τοῖς ἐωνημένοις [τ]ὰ ἑαυτοῦ δύναται κομίζεσθαι. Νικόστρατος ‘yal p 
δικ]άζεται μετὰ Ξενοκ[λέους το] ῦ πωλήϊσωντος..... 

‘Lysias ... escaped by flight, but they killed his brother Polemarchus and took away 
his property. While he was away at the Piraeus, he claimed to get it back on his return; 
but now when he has come back, he is unable to recover what is his own, even by paying 
the price to the purchasers. For Nicostratus is prosecuting him with Xenocles, who offered 
for sale...’ 


Fr. 2. ...a|vdng[é..... ova |iav δὲ ἑβδ ομήκο]ντα ταλάντων [ἀπέδο ?|vTo, ἣν οὗτοι οὔτ᾽ ἀφανίσαι 
ovr ἀποδόσθαι “Sheng ἡμερῶν πὴ ἐπε εἸδ ἡ i τί οἴϊνυν μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν φἰ εύ]γων Δυσίας [@x]ero καὶ 
μετ[ὰ] τοῦ ὑμ[ετ]έρου πλήθους κατῆλθεν, κελευουσῶν τῶν Curae, τὰ μὲν πεπραμένα τοὺς ἐωνημένους 
ἔχειν, τὰ δὲ alr |para τοὺς κατελθόντας [κ Ἰομίζεσθαι, οὗτος οὔτε γῆν [οὔ]τ᾽ οἰκίαν κεκτημένος, [a] καὶ ai 
συνθῆκαι τοῖς καϊτε]λθοῦσιν ἀπεδίδοσαν, [ἐὰ]ν δὲ (μὴ) ἀποδῶ σῖι Here 

νος and sold the property for 70 talents, which property they were unable either to 
realize or to sell within a long period. So when Lysias departed with you into exile 
and returned with your democracy, the treaty enjoining that buyers should keep their 
purchases, but the returned exiles should recover what was unsold, he, not having obtained 
either land or house, which even the treaty restored to the returned exiles, or if it 
did (not?) restore . . ᾿ 


Fr. 4. μετὰ ταῦτα] τοίνυ]ν, ὦ ἄνδρες δικασταί, τὸ ἥμ]ισυ τῆς τιμῆς ἠξίου mlapa Λυσίου λαβεῖν, 
λέγων] τὰς ἑαυτοῦ συμῴο ol plas, ὥσπερ τούτου θησαυΐρ ov [ἐπὶ τῶν τρίακοντα εἸὑρηκότος ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ 
ἀπολαλεἸκότος τὰ ὄντα. Stayalvalkrodvres δ᾽ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἴχαλε πῶς φέροντος πρὸ ..s 

‘Afterwards then, gentlemen of the jury, he claimed to receive half the price from 
Lysias, recounting his own misfortunes, as if Lysias had discovered a treasure in the time of 
the Thirty and not lost his property. Lysias being indignant and unwilling to submit 

᾽ 


Fr. 5. δεινὸν yap ἂν εἴη ὦ ἄνδρες δικ]ασταί, [εἰ κ]ατήλθε(τε μ[ὲ]ν ἁ ὡς | ικ]ούμενοι, τῶν δὲ ὄντων 
[ἀἸποστερεῖσθε ὡς ddixotr| Tels. Kairo| ] δικαίως ἂν [ὀργίζοι]σθε τοῖς ἐωνημέΐνοι]ς τὰ ὑμέτερα ἐν ταῖς 
τοι[αὐἹταις συμφοραῖς. πρῶϊτο]ν μὲν γὰρ οἱ τριάκοντα οὐδὲν ἂ]ν ἐπώλουν εἰ οἱ [ὠνησόμΊενοι μὴ 
ἤσαν. 

‘It would be monstrous, gentlemen of the jury, that you should come back from exile 
as the injured parties, and yet be deprived of your property as if you were the wrongdoers. 
You might, however, justly be angry with the purchasers of your property in times of such 
misfortunes ; for in the first place the Thirty would not have been offering anything for sale 
unless there had been intending buyers.’ 


Fr. 6. i-iii. ὑμῖν [δὲ περὶ ἢ] τούτων ἐπιτρέποϊ μεν ἀἸκούσαντας τὰ Λυσίᾳ καὶ “πποθέρσῃ πεπρα- 
[γμέν]α ὁποτέραν βούλεσθε [kpiow?|{ τὴ πράγματος ψηφίϊ σασθαι] περὶ τούτων 6rd) (re)pos βελ]τίων dy 
περὶ τὴν [ἡμετέρ]αν πόλιν rvyxd|ver. δέομαι δ᾽ ὑμῶν ἀκοῦσαι, ἵνα κἸαὶ οὗτος ὑμῖν δόϊ Eas χρ]ηστὸς εἶναι 
προθιυ] μῆται ἐπὶ τοῦ λοιποῦ, καὶ ὁ [Ἱπποθέρ]σης ἀκούσας τὰ [mpoon ovr’ αὐτῶι βελτίων τὸ λοιϊπὸν ἢ 7. 


ὅτ[ι] μὲν [οὖν ὃ... .1α ΛΔυσί!.. ee CIOS Hews ὅν ες .]επί. πα]ντεϊλῶς ἢ δῆλο]ν. Za|s| μὲν γὰρ ὑμεῖς, 


ηὐδα])ιμονεῖτε πλουσιώτατος ἢ]ν τῶν μέτοικων, ἐπειδὴ δὲ συμφορὰ ἐγένετο] ἐπέμενεν, [οὐδὲ γ]ὰρ 
ἐλάχιστον μέϊρος τῶν ὑμε]τέρων δυστιϊχιῶν. τὴν -Jvoer, a ἀνόμως [ὑπὸ τῶν τριάΪκοντα καὶ [ἀδελφοῦ καὶ] 
χρημάτων πολλῶν ἀπεσ]τερημὶ ἐ]ν os * ἐπεὶ δὲ φεύ]γων ᾧ ᾧχετο, [ἐπικούρους τριακοσίους ἔπεμψεν ἢ] εἰς τὴν 
κάϊ θοδον καὶ π]αρέσχετο χρήματά τε ὃ ραχμὰς δισχιλίας καὶ ἀσπίδας διακοσίας... Θρασύσαϊον τὸν 
"Hei lov ane ὄντα éarlt@] ἔπειϊσεν] αὐτὸν δύο τάλαντα πἰαρ]ασχεῖν uc Ἴλη, καὶ ἀντὶ τί οἰύτων 
οὐδεμίαν χ άρ]ιν οὐδὲ δωρεὰν παρ᾽ ὑμ(ῶνν κεκόμισται. καὶ φεύγων μὲν τοιοῦτος ἣν, κατελθὼν δὲ οὐδένα 
πάΪπ ἐν ᾿Αθηναίων ἐλύπησεν, οὔτε περὶ τῶν αὑτοῦ ἀϊν]αμιμνήσκων, εὐεργὶ εσι]ῶν οὔτε περὶ τῶν 
ἄλλίο τρίων ὀνειδίζων ἁμαρὶ tn μάτων. νῦν δ᾽ ἀνάγκη περὶ αὐτοῦ λέγειν, ὑπὸ τοιούτου γὰρ φεύγει τὴν 
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δίκ[η]ν' ὃς ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν τετραϊκο]σίων φεύγων ᾧχετο, ἐκ Δεκελείας δὲ ὁρμώμενος μ[ εἰτὰ τῶν πολεμίων ἐπὶ 
τὴ]ν πατρίδα ἐστράϊΐτευσεν, οἱ δ]ὲ τῆς πόλεως ἐχθροὶ κατήγαἾγον αὐτὸν καὶ] πολίτην ὑμέτερον ἐποίησαν. 
ὥστ᾽, οἶμαι, πᾶσι δῆλον εἶναι] ὅτ (7 μί εἴο]ν νυνὶ φρονεῖ τῶν τειχῶν φκο]δομημένων [ὴ τῶν] τότε 
καθῃρημένων, οὐδ᾽ dplojias ἐλπίδας ἔχει ἐπ[ὶ τα]ϊς ὑμετέραις εὐτυχ᾽ ίαις] καὶ συμφοραῖς, εἶτα τέλεος ?| 
dv [π]ολίτης, οὐδεϊπώπ]οτε αὐτῷ μεταμελήϊσα]ν οὐδὲ δι]ὰ τὴν ἡλικί[αἱν Bledrilov γεγενημέιζος, 
συκο]φαντεῖ τοὺς πολλ[ οὺς με]θ᾽ ἃ ὑμᾶς εἰργά[ σ]αΐτο.... Alvolav δὲ χάριν] παρὰ τοῦ ἰδήμου ἀπολαμἾ- 
Bar| ew] (εὐγεργ[ εσίαν] τὴν peyior| nv πεποιηκότα. δέομαι od |p ὑμῶν, ὦ. ἄνδρες δικασταί, ἀποψηφίσασθαι 
Λυσίου μεμνημένους καὶ τ᾽ οἸύτου κ[αὶ] τῶν ἄλλων τῶν εἰ[ρ]ημένων. εἰ δὲ pln], τίς ἔσται τούτου ἀνθρώπων 
δυστυχέστερος, εἰ τὰ [μὲν] αὐτοὶ βίᾳ λήψονται, τ[ὰ] δ᾽ ὑμεῖς δώσετε ; ἢ τίς το[ ύ]των εὐδαιμονέστερος], εἰ 
μὴ μόνον τῶν [τότ]ε πραχθέντων συγγνώμην αὐτοῖς ἕξετε, [ἀλλὰ] καὶ νυνὶ περὶ ὧν [ap εἰς ὑμᾶς εἰσίωσιν 
ὅσα] ἂν κελεύωσιν ψηφιεῖσθε ; 
πρὸς ἹἹπποθέρσην ὑπὲρ θεραπαίνης. 

. . . we leave it to you, after hearing the actions of Lysias and Hippotherses, to 
give whichever verdict on the matter you choose with regard to the question which of the 
two is the better citizen. And I beg you to listen, in order that both Lysias, having been 
judged by you to have done his duty, may be still more zealous in the future, and 
Hippotherses hearing the truth about himself may behave better.... For while you were 
prosperous Lysias was the richest of the metoeci ; but when disaster came he stayed on; for he 
did not in the least fail to share in your misfortunes, being illegally deprived by the Thirty of 
both his brother and much money. When he left Athens in flight, he sent 300 mercenaries to 
help in the restoration and provided both 2,000 drachmae in money and 200 shields . . . (and 
going to) Thrasydaeus the Elean, who was his guest-friend, he persuaded him to provide 
two talents in taxes, though in return for this he has never obtained any recompense or 
favour from you.. Such was his behaviour in exile, while since his return he has never 
given offence to a single Athenian either by recalling the benefits conferred by himself or by 
making reproaches for the sins of others. But now it is necessary to speak about him, since 
his accuser is a man of this character: in the time of the Four Hundred he took to flight, 
and making Decelea his head-quarters fought with the enemy against his country; and it 
was the foes of the city who restored him and made him your fellow-citizen. Hence it is, 
I think, plain to all that he is now less pleased with the walls which were built than with the 
walls which were then destroyed, and bases quite dissimilar hopes upon your good fortunes 
and your disasters, and then being a full citizen, and never having repented or improved 
through age, he slanders the democracy after what he has done against you . . . (it is just) that 
Lysias should receive the thanks of the people for having conferred the greatest benefit upon 
them. I entreat you therefore, gentlemen of the jury, to acquit Lysias, remembering both 
this and the other arguments which I have used. Otherwise who in the world will be more 
unfortunate than Lysias, if his opponents are to take part of his property by force and part 
of it is to be given to them by you, or who will be happier than they, if you intend not only 
to pardon them for their past misdeeds but also now, whatever proposals they may make to 


¢ 


you, to vote for all their demands ὃ Against Hippotherses on behalf of a maidservant.’ 
Fr. 6. iv—v, 7. [Φαίνεται ἰδι]ὰ το || τ: Ἶγου Θεόμνηστος ἱπρὸς 9] ὑμᾶς ἰσχ]εδὸν πᾶν 
: vat. οὕτω yap διέθηκε ὃν ὥστε μὴ μόϊνον em|irpdrous εἶναι kel... ἀϊλλὰ κ[α]ὶ τὴν οὐσίαν 
7. ὄν] τι δ᾽ ἑταίρῳ ἰθεο]ων ἡστῳ τριάκοι τ a μνᾶς ἔδωκα, δίκην δέον ἐκτῖσαι Θ᾽ εοζοτίδῃ πρὶν 


δῦναι τὸν ἥλιον, εἰ δὲ μή, ὑπερήμερον εἶναι. δοὺς δὲ ὥσπερ εἰκὸς] ἄν ε]υ μαρτύρων, ἀποστ[ ε]ρού[μἼενος 
. “A s 7 r © “ x ‘ ς \ lol 
ἀναγκάζομαι δικάζεσθαι. Θεόμνηστος 'δὲ πρὸ τοῦ μὲν ἢν μοι φίλος καὶ ἑταῖρος, νυνὶ δὲ πεισθεὶς ὑπὸ τῶν 
ἐμῶν ἐχθρῶν ταῦτά τε πράττει καὶ ἄλλο ὁτιοῦν ἂν εἰς ἐμὲ [ἐἸγόλμησεν. πρὶν δ ὲ ταύτην ἡ μι]ν τὴν 
δ ιαφορ]ὰν γενέσδ[ α]ι, οὔτε ἠϊνώχλη]σα οὔτε ἀπήτησα [τὸ ἀργ]ύριον, odde . . . (I. 293) εὐνὴν THY ἀνάγκην 
Ν᾿ ΄ > > = > 3, > A 4 > »Ἅ ΄ 
νος σεως οὐδ᾽ αὐτὸς αὐ]. See . |ret. ἀνάγκη ὃ αἰΐτῳ], εἰ μὴ παρ᾽ ἐμοῦ τἰὸ ἀργύ]ριον ἔχει, δυοῖν 
θἄτϊ ρον,] ἢ παρ᾽ ἑτέρου φάσκειν εἰληφέναι ἢ αὐτὸν τὸ πᾶν 2] ἐκτετικέναι τῷ [Θεοζο]τίδῃ. εἰ μ[ ἐὴν 
1 ps 
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το[ζίνυν] πα[ρ᾽] ἑτέρου φήσει [εἰληφέναι] καπί. .. (1. 315) map’ ἐμο [Ὁ] εἰ. samme Ἰσεν τοῦ συνει[δό]το[ς 
. «| τὴν ἀπορίαν ὀκν[ εἰν] δεηθῆναι, παρὰ] δὲ τῶν μηνυσόντωΪν] τοῖς ἐχ Θ]ρ[οἹῖς ἀξιοῦν δανείξ εἾσθαι. 
κα[τοι πῶς] εἰκὸς τὰ μὲν ἐμὰ ἑτέροις συνεκδίδ᾽ σθαι, αὐτῷ δὲ map’ ἑτέρων δ[ αἸνείζεσδ[ αι]; ὡς δ᾽ 


οὐ. [..|ros ἠξ[ίω σ᾿ εν αὐτῷ pl. .] ὄντος map’ ἑτέρου δαιείἼζεσθαι μέγα ὑμ[τ]ν τεκμήριον ἐρῶ. ὅτε] γὰρ 


[ἐἸχο[ρ]ήγει ἀν Spalax [εἰς Δι]ονύσια maf. . tees χι]λ[{ϊας Spay[pas.... μι]σθὸν διέλυσε... (1. 338) 
πρὸς μὲν οὖν τὸ map’ ἑτέρου φάσκειν εἰϊληφένα]ι ταῦτα λέγω" ἂν ἰδὲ. .... 7. ovros ἀργυρ[ίου ..... 
ὑἹμᾶς τὸν Θεόϊμνηστον ἐντεῦθεν χρὴ [ἐξετάζειν ὃ mals εἰκός ἐστιν ml.......- |s ἀργυρίου Blane 
clav|rov εἰς τὸν ἔσχαϊτον] κίνδ υ͵νον ἐλθόντα kali το]σαύτην [δ] ὕναμιν ἐπι[δ]εῖξαι τοῖς ἐχθροῖς ; καὶ (ris) 


οὕτ[] σφόδρα ἐπ[έϊτρεπε τῇ [τ]ύχῃ, εἰ [κ]αί τι] ἐξαίφνης [ἔϊταθεν, ὥστε περὶ τὸ σῶμα ἅμα καὶ τὸν 
βίον ἀναγ[κασθ]ῆναι παθεῖν εἰς τοῦτο πρ olnxolyra εἰ ἔδυ [6] ἥλιος] ὑπερημέρου ὄντίος ; κἸαὶ [τί]ς οὕτως 
ἀνόητος ὅστ[ιἧς [αὑτὸν παρασκευάζεται ὑπὸ τοῖς ἐχ[θ]ροῖς γενέσθαι ; [ἢ r\iz οὕτως ἄφρων ὅστις... 


‘,.. As he was my associate, I gave Theomnestus 30 minae, when he was obliged to 
pay a penalty to Theozotides before sunset or else become liable for default. Having given 
him the money naturally without witnesses and being defrauded of it, I am compelled to go 
to law. ‘Theomnestus previously was my friend and associate, but now at the persuasion 
of my enemies this is how he acts, and he would have dared to do anything else against me, 
Before this quarrel between us arose, I neither troubled him nor demanded back the 
money ... (1. 295) He must, if he has not had the money from me, make one of two 
pleas, either that he has received it from some one else, or that he himself paid Theozotides 
in full. Ifon the one hand he is going to assert that he received it from some one else,... 
(1. 315)... he hesitated to ask from me who was aware of his straits (?), but thought fit to 
borrow from persons who were going to inform his enemies. Is it, however, probable that 
my money should be lent out (?) to others, and that he should borrow from others than 
myself? ΤῸ show that he did not think fit... to borrow from some one else, I will pro- 
duce an important piece of evidence. When he was providing a men’s chorus at the 
Dionysiac festival, . .. (1. 338) With regard then to the assertion that he received the money 
from some one else, that is my answer. But if (he paid from) the money which he had 
by him, you must put these questions to Theomnestus. Is it likely that he would have 
overlooked the extreme danger which he incurred and put so much power into his enemies’ 
hands? Who ever had such excessive trust in fortune, even if suddenly he became possessed, 
that he was obliged to endanger his body and life as well, having come to this pass if the 
sun set leaving him a defaulter? Who is so senseless as to place himself at the mercy 
of his enemies, or who is so foolish as to...’ 


3. συκ]οφανΐτ: cf. xii. 5 ἐπειδὴ δ᾽ of τριάκοντα πονηροὶ μὲν καὶ συκοφάνται ὄντες els τὴν ἀρχὴν 
κατέστησαν, to which 1]. 2-4 were probably similar. 

5. οὗτος means Lysias, as apparently throughout the fragments of this speech; cf. 
ll. 43, 81, 144, 225. His opponents are spoken of as οὗτοι in ll. 32 and 229, while τούτων 
in 1. 140 refers to both Lysias and Hippotherses. The letter following ovros can be 
Y, ἢ OF wm. 

8, [Πολεμαρχον is rather long for the lacuna, but seems necessary; cf. the next ἢ, and 
xii. 17 566. 

g-10. τὴν [ουσιαὶν ἀφείλοντο: cf. ll. 29, 162, and Plut. Κλ. Lys. 835 6 τῶν τριάκοντα 
παραλαβόντων τὴν πόλιν ἐξέπεσεν... ἀφαιρεθεὶς τὴν οὐσίαν καὶ τὸν ἀδελφὸν Πολέμαρχον. [οικια]ν 
could be read both here and in ]. 29 (οἴ. ]. 44), but is unsuitable ; for Lysias with his brother 
owned three houses (xii. 18), and the price mentioned in |. 30, which must be not less than 
30 and seems to be 70 talents, is too high for a single house; cf. xix. 29, where a house 
costs 50 minae, and xix. 42, where a house and land cost 5 talents. A list of Lysias’ losses, 
given in xii, 19, includes 700 shields, 120 slaves, money, clothes, and furniture. 
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11. ev Πειραιεῖ ; according to xii. 17 Lysias went to Megara from Athens, and Plut. 
op. cit. 835f states διῆγεν ἐν Μεγάροις. The Piraeus is mentioned here as being the head- 
quarters of the exiles after its capture by Thrasybulus. One of the houses of Lysias and 
his brother was there; cf. Plato, Rep. 3274. ‘ 

TI-12. néilov: cf. 1. 78. 

12-13. απ ope|p ler Oar : or ar|axop|{ ler Oat ; οἵ, κ[ομιζεσἾθαι in 1. τό.  ay.{ or αι could also 
be read, and the verb may be intransitive; but possibly ra eavrov, which in 1. 16 has a line 
above it, was added in the margin of ll. 12-13. 

16-17. κ[ομιζεσ͵θαι: cf. 1. 43 and 12-13, n. The omission of ra eavrov here is no 
improvement, unless the words had been inserted in the margin of Il. 12-13. 

17-18. Neither Nicostratus nor Xenoc([les] is known from other sources. 

20. aom{S: Lysias had a shield-manufacturing business; cf. xii. rg and Plut. op. ε11, 
835f, quoted in Il. 163-71, n. 

29. ουσιαν : cf. ll. g-10,n. ovoray ... σ]υλ᾽ληφ[ θεισαν αξιαν | de is possible. 

30. εβδ ομηκοντα : the first letter might be o or o, and the traces of the second and 
‘third are very doubtful, but unless there was another word before the number, «88[ounko|vra 
is preferable to e. g. εξ [ka tpcaxolvra, 

31. [απεδοῖντο is far from certain, especially since « or can be read in place of ν, so 
that the subject might be singular. If [aeSo|yro is right, the subject seems to be the Thirty 
Tyrants as contrasted with ovro in 1, 32, which refers to Hippotherses and his associates. 

a2). αφ]ανισΊαι: i.e. ἐξαργυρίσαι : cf. the contrast between ἀφανής and φανερὰ οὐσία in the 
fragment of this speech quoted on p. 48. 

35-6. Cf. 1. 163. 

38-44. For οὗτος meaning Lysias cf. 1. 5,n. The context does not suit the reference 
of οὗτος to Hippotherses, though there may be only a short gap between ll. 48 and 76; cf. 
int. p. 49. 

ἽΝ This line seems to be corrupt, though a{.] (but not a{yr] or any other letter than 
al) can be read in place of é[«]. Α dittography of av δε is the simplest hypothesis, buc there 
may well be an omission of μη before arode[c|, and possibly [ω]ν δὲ αν (un) ἀποδω σ]ι should 
be read. 

48. The letter before pa can be s, but gavlepa is possible; cf. int. p. 48. 

83. [elupnxoros suits the space better than [η]υρήηκοτος : in 1. 153 the spelling of ηυδα]ιμονειτε 
is uncertain. 

86. [χαλεπως φεροντος : cf. xix. 50. 

8g. |vdov: οἦυ του is less suitable, and Ιερων]υμου (cf. Lys. Fr. 123 quoted on p. 48) is 
inadmissible. 

92-3. Seoi|dyv?: Σώσια (genitive) or Σωσιαίνακτα is possible; but cf. Fr. 64, where 
αναισχυνΐΊτος Sao |adns can be restored in ll. 436-1. παραλαβων [rov avavo xuv |rov Σωσια) dn» 
could even be read here. Fr. 75, where 2|ovady| is not unlikely in 1. 781, may also refer 
to this person. 

93-4. δα]νειστην should perhaps be restored in |. 93; but |v εις τὴν n|[wepav την] συγκειμε]- 
[yyy is possible. 

102. This line is in the same position in the column as l. 92. 

113-18. Cf. xxxiv, 11 δεινὸν yap ἂν εἴη, ὦ (ἄνδρες ᾿Αθηναῖοι, εἰ ὅτε μὲν ἐφεύγομεν ἐμαχόμεθα 
Λακεδαιμονίοις ἵνα κατέλθωμεν, κατελθόντες δὲ φευξόμεθα ἵνα μὴ μαχώμεθα. 

1109. οργιζοιΐσθε: cf. xii. 30, 80, 90. With τοῖς ἑωνημεΐνοιΐς τα vperepa cf. I]. 510-11. 

124-5. Perhaps εἴπειτα. : ΔῈ 

127-8. ras συνθηϊκας τε καὶ τους νομους could be read, but is contrary to Lysias’ use 
of re. ταις (or Tov) ov |vOn| Kaus (or -κων) κατα το]υς νομους is more likely. 

129. akn]xoare: i.e. in Il. 38 544. probably. 
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129-35. Either ἡ] in 1. r29 ΟΥ̓. .ας in 1. 130 is likely to belong to yas, which is 
expected about this point, being perhaps contrasted with τ]ου[ς] avridi[xous in ll. 133-4. If 
there was a pause after avridi[kous, the next sentence may have begun ny les [rowvy] yaw. In 
view of the stop, however, at the end of 1. 132, τ]ουΐς] ἀντιδίκους may be connected with what 
follows, and mean both parties to the suit, not Lysias’ adversaries. vpw in 1. 134 clearly 
goes with emrpenc[pev: cf. Plato, Apol. 35 ἃ ὑμῖν ἐπιτρέπω... κρῖναι. There is room for [de περι] 
before τούτων in ]. 135, but περι rovrwy occurs shortly after in 1]. 140. 

139. [κρισιν)]: Cf, XXV. 10 οὕτως yap ἂν δικαιοτάτην (τὴν) κρίσιν περὶ αὐτῶν ποιοῖσθε. For 
ἰγνωμην] there is not room. περὶ tov would be expected before πράγματος, but since περι 
τουτῶν occurs in the next line, the sentence would be improved by the omission of mpayparos. 

141. There seems to have been an omission of re at the beginning of this line, as in 
() inate 

ee Cf. xxv. 17 ὅστις yap τότε οὐδὲν ἐξήμαρτον. . ., ἦ που νῦν σφόδρα προθυμήσομαι 
χρηστὸς εἶναι. δοίξας or δοίκων seems to be inevitable, for the letter before o is more like ὃ 
than A, which is the only alternative. 

148. [mpooyklovr: or [oupdep ovr. ; 

149. It is not certain that the space (the width of a letter) between m and oz[:] was 
blank, the surface of the papyrus being damaged. Whether μὲν had a de answering to it is 
not clear, and perhaps μενΐτοι should be read. 

I50. υἿἹμιν: or ηἿμιν. 

155-6. Cf, xii. 43 ἐπειδὴ δὲ ἡ ναυμαχία καὶ ἣ συμφορὰ τῇ πόλει ἐγένετο. 

157-9. Cf. xii. 20 οὐδὲ κατὰ τὸ ἐλάχιστον μέρος τῆς οὐσίας ἐλέου... ἐτυγχάνομεν, Xii. 22 
μετῆν γὰρ ἂν καὶ ἐμοὶ τούτου τἀγαθοῦ οὐκ ἐλάχιστον μέρος, and especially xviii. 2 τῶν μὲν κακῶν οὐκ 
ἐλάχιστον αὐτὸς μετέσχε μέρος. The v of Ἰυσεν in 1]. 159 is fairly certain. A verb meaning 
‘avoided’ is expected, but εφ]υγεν cannot be read. 

160-2. Cf. ll. 8-10, nn. . 

163-71. Cf. Plut. op. cit. 835 f ἐπιθὲμένων δὲ τῶν ἀπὸ Φυλῆς τῇ καθόδῳ, ἐπεὶ χρησιμώτατος 
ἁπάντων ὥφθη, χρήματά τε παρασχὼν δραχμὰς δισχιλίας καὶ ἀσπίδας διακοσίας πεμφθείς τε σὺν 
Ἑρμᾶνι ἐπικούρους ἐμισθώσατο τριακοσίους, δύο τ᾽ ἔπεισε τάλαντα δοῦναι Θρασυδαῖον τὸν ᾿Ηλεῖον, ξένον 
αὐτῷ (better αὑτῷ) γεγονότα, which is clearly based upon the present passage, not, as 
Blass (op. οἴ]. p. 339) supposed, upon the speech περὶ τῶν ἰδίων εὐεργεσιῶν (cf. 1]. 177-9 ὩΣ 
A shorter verb than ἐμισθωσατο seems to have occurred in 1. 165, though cf, xii. 59 ἐπικούρους 
μισθοῦσθαι. With the spelling τεΐληι in Il. 170-1 cf. ἀναγκηι as the nominative in Il. 181-2. 

173. map up: the traces of « are very slight, but there is not room for ὑμῶν, which is 
what Lysias probably wrote (cf. ll. 216-19, n.), though later writers, e.g. Dio Cass. Exc. 
p- 66. 34, often use the dative with παρά in place of the genitive. 

177-9. The speech πρὸς Ἱπποθέρσην was probably delivered before that περὶ τῶν ἰδίων 
εὐεργεσιῶν, Of which the contents and date are unknown. 

178. αἰν)αμνημισκων: for μνημίσκειν, Which appears as a form of μιμνήσκειν in the Roman 
period, but is not likely to have been used by Lysias himself, cf. Porphyr. Ve#. Ploting 13 ἐν 
δέ τισι λέξεσιν ἁμαρτάνων, od yap ἂν εἶπεν ἀναμιμνήσκεται ἀλλὰ ἀναμνημίσκεται, and Ῥ. Hamburg 
37- 4 (2nd cent.) μνημίσκεσθαι, quoted by W. Schmid in Berl. Phil. Woch. 1914. 1568. 

184. emt μεν tov τετρακοσίων: i.e. at the fall of the Four Hundred, when several of the 
leaders escaped to Decelea; cf. Thuc. viii. 98. 

191-4. That two originally separate fragments, one attributed to the middles of 
ll. 192~3, the other (Fr. 80) to the ends of Il. 191-4, are correctly placed admits of little 
doubt. 

194~7. The general sense is that Hippotherses took more pride in the destruction than 
in the building of the walls; cf. xii. 63 καίτοι σφόδρ᾽ ἂν αὐτὸν οἶμαι μετὰ Θεμιστοκλέους πολιτευό- 
μενον προσποιεῖσθαι πράττειν ὅπως οἰκοδομηθήσεται τὰ τείχη, ὁπότε καὶ μετὰ Θηραμένους ὅπως 
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καθαιρεθήσεται, and xiv. 39 ἢ τῶν τειχῶν καθῃρημένων ἀγανακτεῖ. The first letter of μ[ειο]ν is, 
however, very uncertain, y, ἢ, 1, «, ν, 7, or r being equally possible. οτίι o|u{orov could be 
read instead of oz[c] μ[ειο]ν, with καὶ instead of ἡ in 1. 196 (which as it stands is rather short) ; 
but this does not combine well with ovd ομ[οἾιας ελπιδας in 1]. τ98. τῶν τειχὼν κτὰ. Seems to 
be a genitive absolute. 

201. wv: The first letter can be », ε, or ὠ, but hardly v. 

203. petapedr[caly: cf. the use of the present participle absolutely in Isocr. 382 c and 
Plato, Phaedo 1144. 

207. epyalolalro: etpyalo|r[a is inadmissible. The next word may have been kaka. 

212-13. Perhaps πεντήκοντα ταλαν των. 

216-19. Though the remains are scanty, the general sense is fairly clear; but in]. 217 
Bar| would be expected to end the line, and there is certainly not room for both εἰν and ev 
after it. Avo |av cannot be read. For xapw | mapa tov [dnuov amoAap |Bar| ew cf. 1. 172) and 
XX. 30 χάριν παρ᾽ ὑμῶν ἀπολαμβάνειν. 

230. The cancelling of περι is supported by x. 2 συγγνώμην ἂν εἶχον αὐτῷ τῶν εἰρημένων : 
but cf. ix. 22 ὑπὲρ τῶν περιφανῶν ἀδικημάτων συγγνώμην ποιεῖσθε, and xix. 56 περὶ δὲ τοῦ πατρὸς 

. συγγνώμην ἔχετε. 

239-46. [δια του] λογου τουΐτου is unsatisfactory, for the slight traces after το[υ] do not 
suit Xo, and if the letter preceding |rov were v, the tail of it would rather be expected to be 
visible. [δια το[υ] rou|[rou Aolyov is also unsuitable, and since this speech is for the prosecution 
it is not likely to have begun with a reference to a speech by the defendant. [δι]α το[υ] 
αγζω νος rov|rov is possible, but we have not been able to restore the whole passage satis- 
factorily. ειρηκεῖναι could be read in 1. 242, but like Aolyou is not appropriate, and διε[θηκεῖν 
in 1]. 242-3 is rather short. With επ]ιτροπους and ovovay in ll. 244-5 cf. ll. 267-8. The 
vestige of a letter at the end of 1. 244 suggests ε, «, or v. κε[λευει αἶλλα is too long. 

249. ΘἸεοδοτιδηι: cf. 1. 300. He is not likely to be the same person as the Θεοζοτίδης 
against whom lix was directed, for the fragments of that speech in P. Hibeh 14 are 
concerned with a γραφὴ παρανόμων on account of Th.’s proposals to alter the pay of soldiers 
and arrangements for benefiting orphans. Nor is he to be identified with the Θεοζοτίδης 
χορηγὸς τραγῳδῶν mentioned by Dem. xxi. 59. With regard to the spelling, Θεοζοτίδης is the 
only form recognized in the Prosopogr. Ait.; but Θεοσδοτίδης or Θεοδοτίδης is commonly 
found in Byzantine MSS. 

266. .. .Ἷν : or eet. 

2647-8. Cf. ll. 244-5. 

269. The letter preceding ro may be. or ὦ. 

270. ja can be read in place of |». 

271. Perhaps rolre, unless οἦτε was written twice by mistake. γε is the only alternative 
to Te. 

272. avev μίαρτυρων : Ol 1 282. 

275. ποιοῦἼ)υμενος : ἡ, +, ΟΥ̓́Ω can be read instead of v. 

276. Cf. xil. 35 ἢ που σφᾶς αὐτοὺς ἡγήσονται περιέργους ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν τηρουμένους. 

293-4. Probably απαιτη σεως or arro8o|rews. 

294-5. αὐτιλεΐγει cannot be read without altering the text, though it is the word 
expected. 

297. Svow Oarlepov: cf. vi. 8, xii, 34. 

302-3. Possibly [εἰληφεΊναι οὐκ an. 

312. The letter before τόκον might be , but is apparently not ». 

317-18. olkrfew] δεηθηναι : cf. 1, 335, where these words seem to recur. But the o is 
lower in the line than would be expected and there might be one or two letters lost after it. 
The letter following κ, if not ν, is μ. 


7 


72 THE OXYRAYNCHUS PAPYRE 


320. The ἐχθροί are those of Theomnestus (cf. 1. 349), not those of the plaintiff (1. 258). 

322, The ν of μεν is corrected from μ. 

325—6. Possibly οὐκ [av|ros: οὐχ [ουΐτος is not a satisfactory reading. The last three 
letters of αὐτῶι are very doubtful, but the following » is nearly certain, so that πίαρίοντος 
and εἰξίοντος are excluded. 

330-2. Cf. xxi. 2 ἔτι δ᾽ ἀνδράσι χορηγῶν εἰς Διονύσια... ἐνίκησα καὶ ἀνήλωσα σὺν τῇ τοῦ 
τρίποδος ἀναθέσει πεντακισχιλίας δραχμάς. adJ|Aas δραχΐμας could be read. 

333 a-41. That Frs. 45. and 73 join together and are to be placed near the beginnings 
of these lines was ascertained after they had been printed in the miscellaneous section. 

338. Cf. ll. 317-18,n. δὲ εἰ could be read. If δεηΐθηναι is right, the next word may be 
τοῖ τε. : 
337. Cf. ll. 246 and 256-7. 

338-40. Cf. ll. 298-300. 
344-5. The word or words before ἀργυρίου may well have ended ovjro|s, corresponding 
to ll. 340-1. u|mapxov|ro|s is inadmissible. 

348. επι[δΊειξαι : or em|.Jnéa, which suggests no suitable word, though em(6|,éa: may 
have been written for em 8|eéa, as perhaps in |. 738. [δ]υναμιν is also difficult, but the ν of 
[δΊυν is almost certain. 

349. That τις has been omitted before ουτζω] is clear from Il. 356-7. For ουτίω] σῴφοδρα 
cf. Il. 418-19. 

350. Cf. il. 79 οὐκ ἐπιτρέψαντες περὶ αὐτῶν τῇ τύχῃ. 

351-6. As the text stands, there is no construction for the infinitive ἀναγ[κασθῆηναι in 
], 353 and no verb for wore in 1. 355. The simplest course is to transpose wore to |. 352 
after [εἼπαθεν, but the corruption may go deeper; e.g. wore εἰ dv [ο] ηλί[ος] ὑυπερημερου ovt| os 
may be transferred to ]. 352, or wore may be inserted there and a verb added for the second 
ὥστε. For εἰς TouT|o mp |o| nko |vra cf. Dem. xxviii. 5e 

362-3. Perhaps v|| wor or (o)u|[tas. 

367. Fr. 13 is perhaps to be placed immediately above Fr. 8, so that the stroke visible 
under the μ of Joua in 1. 437 represents the stroke lost above [es in 1. 367. 

370-2. These lines apparently began more to the left than ll. 368-9. 

377-80. Cf. xxxl. 14 ὡς οὖν ᾧκει τε ἐν Ὡρωπῷ.. . . ἀκούσατε τῶν μαρτύρων. μάρτυρες. Here 
the mention of μάρτυρες comes first. 

387. την] vay: cf. 1, 369. 

389. προς |. vAvov: or possibly 1. ὑλὴν or ].. acov or |... νον. πρὸς ᾿Αρμόδιον, π. *Apxivoy, and 
π. Χυτρῖνον are titles of lost speeches of Lysias; but Ap|uodvov cannot be read, and the speech 
π. ᾿Αρχῖνον was concerned with Lysias’ citizenship, which is clearly foreign to the subject of 
Frs, 8-9. Of the speech 7. Xurpivov only one fragment is extant, which is concerned with 
an assault, and the vestiges do not suit Xu|rpwov. Fr. 20 possibly belongs to this line ; but 
cf. int. pp. 48-9. 

397. Possibly Av[ovas in some form ; but cf. int. p. 48. 

410. There was perhaps a blank space after adda, indicating the end of a line. 

416. It is not certain whether a letter has been obliterated after ovra, or there was 
a blank space before the vestige of the next letter, which might be a, i.e. αδικα ef or a δικαί. 
ὦ δικασῖται could be read, but Lysias regularly uses ὦ ἄνδρες δικασταί. 

418-20. Cf. Il. 349 sqq. It is, however, unlikely that Fr. 11 belongs to the speech 
against Theomnestus. 

436-8. Cf. ]. 367, n. 

440-1. εφαΐσκε: Fr. 16, in which 1. 449 ends |eba, may well belong to the ends of 
1. 440 and the two preceding lines. 

4447-9. Cf. the previous ἢ. 


1606.:. LYSIAS 73 


456. Possibly, but not very probably, κατὰ Θεομνησίτου: cf. int. p. 48. The two 
extant orations κ. Θεομν, are distinguished as a’ and β΄. There is a blank space above and 
below Ἰγου. ὶ 

457. Cf. 1. 389, n. There is a blank space above προς |, but the lower margin is 
broken away. 

458. The blank spaces above and below this line indicate a title. Ὑπὲρ aviov mapa- 
νόμων was the title of a speech of Lysias according to Athenaeus xii. 551 d, who quotes 
a long extract from an invective against Cinesias, a writer of dithyrambs and comedies, this 
being one of the two speeches πρὸς Κινησίαν mentioned by Harpocration. The speech κατὰ 
Θεοζοτίδου was also concerned with παρανόμων (cf. 1. 249, n.), and Blass (of. cz#. p. 350) 
assigns five other speeches to the same category. But none of the other miscellaneous 
fragments of 1606 suggests any of these speeches as its source. 

459-60. Possibly a letter is lost before ame:|. There is a space below ]. 460, but none 
between 1]. 459-60, such as is found elsewhere between the last line of a speech and the 
title ; possibly therefore mpoo[.].[ is a heading like μάρτυρες, and not a title. The vestige 
of a letter would suit y, ἡ, 1, x, μη ν, 7, 7, or v, and the lacuna between it and προς, if not 
blank, is likely to have contained ο, since any other letter ought to have left visible traces. 
No speech of Lysias πρὸς Of. . . is known, and there is no reason to connect this fragment 
with the title of civ περὶ τῆς ᾿Ονομακλέους θυγατρός. 

468-83. It is not at all certain that Fr. 24 comes from a point near the beginnings of 
lines; cf. 1. 483, ἢ. 

472-4. Cf. xii. 77 πολλὰς πίστεις αὐτοῖς ἔργῳ δεδωκώς, and |, 716, where πισΐτις perhaps 
recurs. 

481. Apparently not δηΐλονοτι. 

483. |npev kadov| : or |yp ενκαλουΐμεν : in which case yp is probably not the beginning of 
a line. 

490. σωτί : Σωσίιαδηι (cf. Il. 92-3, n.) is inadmissible. 

493. BeBale: cf. 1. 602 βΊεβαιοι and Lys. Fr. 310 (from Harpocration) βεβαιώσεως δίκης 
ὄνομά ἐστιν ἣν δικάζονται of ὠνησάμενοί τι τῷ ἀποδομένῳ, ἂν ἕτερος μὲν ἀμφισβητῇ τοῦ πραθέντος, ὁ δὲ 
μὴ βεβαιοῖ. ἐνίοτε καὶ ἀρραβῶνος μόνου δοθέντος εἶτα ἀμφισβητήσαντός του ἐλάγχανε τὴν τῆς βεβαιώ- 
σεως δίκην 6 τὸν ἀρραβῶνα δοὺς τῷ λαβόντι. Λυσίας ἐν δυσὶ λόγοις. ape |oByr| occurs in 1. 604 
and ἀμφιίσβητει in 1. 547, so that all three ΕἼΘ, 25, 31, and 39 may have come from one of 
the two speeches to which Harpocration was referring. In any case they probably belong 
to an oration different from those against Hippotherses and Theomnestus; cf. int. The colour 
of Frs. 31 and 39 suggests that they are to be placed near each other. 

496. ie.  : Τερίωνυμος (cf. Lysias Fr. 123 and p. 48) might be restored, but cf. the 
previous n. 

506-11. Cf. ll. 118-20 Kairo| | δικαιως αν ἰοργιζοιΐσθε τοις εωνημεϊνοιΐς Ta ὑμετερα and 
XXXi. 33 μόνος δὴ... δικαίως οὐδ᾽ ἂν dyavakroin μὴ τυχών. Fr, 26 may well belong to the speech 
πρὸς Ἱπποθέρσην, but the proposed restoration of 1]. 506-7 makes those lines shorter than 
usual by one or two letters, and em των πατίριων seems to be a mistake for ἐπὶ τοις πατίριοις: 
cf. i. I ἐπὶ τοῖς γεγενημένοις ἀγανακτοίη. 

520—9. Fr. 28 probably joins Fr. 29; cf. the next ἢ. uc ae 

530-5. That Frs. 29 and 30, both from the bottoms of columns, join, as indicated in 
the text, admits of hardly any doubt; the position assigned to Fr. 28, 524-9 at the 
beginnings of these lines is attractive, but not certain. A new sentence begins in 1. 533 
with amode|, and αποδειϊξω [τ]ουΐυν alvroy would be expected; but the traces of the letter 
following ξ suggest no other vowel than a, and αποδειξαι or αποδειξαΐς is difficult to construct, 
The o of οι, in 1, 534 is nearly certain, but the next letter might be vu and the third is quite 
doubtful, 
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36. The left-hand part of the + of ra is missing, and there is no external evidence for 
τ being the first letter of the line. There is certainly not room for a {av alvzo. 

537-8. φεροιτο [r]nv | [xapel is possible. Frs. 28-30 might belong to the speech πρὸς 
Ἱπποθέρσην : cf. ll. 171-3. 

539-48. Cf. 1. 493, n. It is tempting to place Fr. 53 to the left of Fr. 31, so that the 
tip of the σ of Ἰμφεσί ἴῃ 1. 696 would belong to the bottom of the o of Ἰσβητει in |. 547. The 
fibres suit well enough, though the two fragments would still not actually join each other. 
Lines 544-7 would then run I ate .1αι . [. Ξ πΊολλα ηἡμαρῇ τ one λει (or la ει) τις σοι (or τισι 
οι) μηδεν | [.... κ]αθηκων φροντι[.... η]μῴεσβητει τωι, which remains obscure. 

554. The letter following ¢{:]oev seems to begin with a vertical stroke and not to be «. 

559. δ[ιαγομενος : the middle of this verb is used by Plato, but not elsewhere by Lysias. 
Wayopevos can be read. 

601-6. Cf. 1. 493, n. 

641-7. It is not certain that Fr. 44 belongs to 1606. 

648-53. Cf. ll. 333 ἃ-41, ἢ. 

693-7. Cf. ll. 539-48, n. 

4716. Cf. ll. 472-4, n. 

425. πλο]υσιωταΐτ: cf. ll. 153-4. 

735. Ἰιδηξαι: the ἡ is clear, but er|Seéac may be meant; cf. 1. 348, n. 

736-4. For αναισχυνζτος ΣωσἼιαδης cf. 1]. g2-3, ἢ. But Lysias made speeches πρὸς 
᾿Αλκιβιάδην and πρὸς ᾿Αρχεβιάδην, and either of these two names can equally well be supplied. 

773-6. Cf. ll. 333 a—41, n. 

781. For Σω]σιαδη cf. 1]. g2-3, n. 

785. Perhaps ne Rita or Θεο[ζοτιδης (cf. 1. 249, n.). 

8ο1--4. Cf. ll. 191-4, n. 

809-12. Whether this fragment belongs to 1606 is doubtful. There is no other 
instance of a coronis in the papyrus. 

829. 7αι o Λυΐσιας can be read, in which case Fr. 87 would belong to the speech πρὸς 
Ἱπποθέρσην. 

858-9. ΕἾ. 128 is probably to be placed to the left of Fr. 97 with a slight gap between 
them, in which case the combined reading is Ἶκαν ποτε ἐπεῖ and ὦ αἾνδρες δικαίσται. 

865. Possibly |a o Λἤυσιας ; cf. 1. 829, n. 

869. Possibly | Avofias ; cf. 1. 829, n. 

934-5.. Cf. ll. 858-9, n. 


1607. HyYPERIDES(?), Hor Lycophron. 


Height 27-5 cm. — Late second or early third century. 
Plate III (Frs. 5 + 4). 


These fragments of a lost oration, found with 1606, were originally more than 
60 in number, but have been reduced by a quarter through combinations. At 
least ten columns are represented, the longest fragment (1) containing parts 
of three with some continuous passages ; but of the other pieces only Fr. 5 is of 
much value, and not more than about oo lines in all can be restored. The order 
of the fragments is uncertain; but the similarity in colour and texture of Frs. 2— 
12 suggests that they are to be placed near each other, and suitable positions have 
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been found for Frs. 3 and 4 in combination with Frs. 2. ii and 5 respectively. That 
Fr. 14 belongs to Fr. 2. ii is far from certain (cf. ll. 159-62, n.), for Frs. 13-20 form 
another group, differing from the rest in colour. The handwriting is an upright, 
rather irregular uncial of the late second or early third century, the letters being 
as a rule somewhat widely separated. The script sometimes, e.g. in Frs. 13-20, 
tends to become more compact ; but there seems to be no change of hand. There 
were 39-40 lines in a column, and 11-18 letters, usually 13-15, inaline. The 
common >-shaped sign is used for filling up short lines, being duplicated in 1, 87. 
Iota adscript was written. High stops were employed, these sometimes approxi- 
mating to the middle position, but probably without any intentional distinction. 
All these, together with occasional diaereses over. and v, a mark of elision 
in 1. 230, and an accent inl. 455, are due to the original scribe, as are certainly most 
of the corrections ; but the alterations in Il. 15, 71, 93, and 424 were possibly made 
by a different person. 

The oration was evidently in defence of a certain Lycophron, who is men- 
tioned several times by name (Il. 28, 106,160?, and 287), but elsewhere is usually 
called otros. He was accused of adultery with a woman whose husband was ill 
(ll. 180-8), the main subject of Fr.1 being a denial of the charge that Lycophron 
had dug a hole in the wall which divided his house from hers. It is also 
evident that this person is identical with the Lycophron defended by Hyperides 
in an oration of which a few fragments from the beginning and the whole of the 
concluding portion are extant in P. Brit. Mus. 115. That speech was similarly 
concerned with an accusation against Lycophron of adultery with an unnamed 
woman whose husband was in a dying condition; her brother Dioxippus, a 
distinguished athlete (Hyperid. Lycophr. § 5), is obviously identical with the 
Dioxippus of 1607. 285, and the Theomnestus alluded to in 1607. 219 as one of 
the chief witnesses for the prosecution is no doubt the same as the accuser 
Theomnestus who is bitterly attacked in Lycophr. § 2, while there is probably 
a reference in 1607. 283 to Charippus, the second husband of the woman 
in question (Lycophr. § 3). Since the British Museum oration was composed for 
delivery by the defendant himself, who speaks in the first person, 1607, in which 
Lycophron is mentioned in the third person, cannot belong to the missing part of 
it, though it must have covered the same ground. The Oxyrhynchus fragments 
therefore belong to another speech delivered in connexion with this cause célébre 
of about 340 B.C. 

From the British Museum papyrus it is known that the proceedings against 
Lycophron took the form of an εἰσαγγελία, which in the first instance was brought 
before the δῆμος by the famous orator Lycurgus in the absence of Lycophron 
from Athens on military service at Lemnos. In the fifth and the earlier half of 
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the fourth century B.C. εἰσαγγελίαι brought before the δῆμος, either directly or 
through the agency of the βουλή, were usually tried by the whole δῆμος, as e.g. in 
388 in the case of Ergocles, against whom a speech of Lysias is extant ; but after 
361 the normal practice, as illustrated chiefly by the orations of Hyperides for 
Lycophron and Euxenippus and that of Lycurgus against Leocrates, seems to 
have been to refer such cases to a court of dicasts; cf. Lipsius, Aztesches Recht, 
i. 176 sqq. Lycurgus is known from quotations to have composed two speeches 
against Lycophron, and it is generally supposed that one of these was delivered by 
himself before the whole δῆμος, while the other was written for delivery before the 
dicasts by the chief plaintiff,a certain Ariston, this. being the speech to which Hy- 
perides’ oration for Lycophron was the reply (Blass, Azt. Beredsamkett, ili. 59). The 
line of argument adopted in 1607 renders it impossible to regard the speech as the 
work of Lycurgus, and there is some ὦ priori probability that the author of it was 
Hyperides. This orator was rather widely read in Egypt, for six of his speeches 
are preserved more or less completely in four papyri from that country (682, 
a fragment of a lost oration, may also belong to him), whereas, of his con- 
temporaries other than Lycurgus, Demades and Dinarchus are not represented 
in papyri, and neither Aeschines, who according to Pseudo-Plutarch 840 e wrote 
only four speeches, nor Demosthenes, whose orations are nearly all extant, 
is suitable as the author of 1607. Like Lycurgus, Hyperides may well have 
taken part in the proceedings before the δῆμος coricerning Lycophron in addition 
to the subsequent trial before the dicasts; but the employment of the phrase 
ὦ ἄνδρες δικασταί in 1607. 221-2, not ὦ ἄνδρες ᾿Αθηναῖοι as in Lysias’ speech against 
Ergocles, is irreconcilable with the hypothesis that the δῆμος as a whole was being 
addressed. Lycurgus‘in his oration against Leocrates uses ὦ ἄνδρες, ὦ ᾿Αθηναῖοι 
and ὦ ἄνδρες δικασταί indiscriminately, but in a speech delivered before dicasts, and 
if Hyperides was the author of 1607 he must have written two orations for 
delivery at the same trial, one (the British Museum papyrus) spoken by Lyco- 
phron, the other (1607) spoken either by the author himself or by a third person. 
The British Museum oration concludes with an appeal from Lycophron to a certain 
Theophilus to speak on his behalf, and it is to this speech, also composed by 
Hyperides, rather than to a speech delivered by Hyperides in the first person, that 
we are disposed to attribute 1607. This hypothesis is distinctly supported by 
internal evidence. Hyperides was censured by several ancient critics, particularly 
Hermogenes, for carelessness in his choice of λέξεις (cf. Blass, of. cit. iii. 25 sqq.), 
and 1607 has several not strictly Attic expressions, which seem to be taken from 
common life. Thus ἀπείπασθαι with an accusative (I. 28) and παρασιωπᾶν (I. 69) 
are not attested before Polybius, nor is ἐγενήθη (1. 63, n.) with certainty before 
Philemon. σῶμα in Il. 32 and 76 is used in a manner approximating to its third 
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century B.C. use as ‘slave’, and it is possible that διαλέγεσθαι in J. 97 is used 
de concubitu, which would ie exactly parallel to the rare use of διαλέγεσθαι in the 
sense of πλησιάζειν ταῖς γυναιξί ascribed to Hyperides by Moeris, p- 195 (= Blass, 
Fr. 171). That quotation, together with two similar references in Pollux to 
Hyperides’ use of διειλεγμένος, is assigned by Blass to the oration περὶ Φρύνης, but 
the Moeris quotation might even refer to the present passage. There are also 
several other agreements with Hyperides in points of diction; cf. ll. 26, 71- 3, 82, 
86-8, 108, 111, 128, 220-3, nn. 

τ the attribution of 1607 to Hyperides it may be urged that the 
British Museum papyrus has the title at the end (ἀπολογία ὑπὲρ Λυκόφρονος) 
without the addition a’ or β΄, and proceeds to the speech for Euxenippus, and the 
ancient references to the speech for Lycophron (four in Pollux, one in Anti- 
atticista in Bekker, Azecd. p. 97) do not mention more than one. But the British 
Museum papyrus contains only three selected orations, and since the quotations in 
Pollux and Antiatticista from the speech for Lycophron do not occur in it, they 
might even refer to 1607, not to that speech. If there were two speeches for 
Lycophron, sometimes distinguished as a’ and β΄, the ignoring of that distinction 
by Pollux and Antiatticista would be no more remarkable than the failure of | 
Harpocration in seven out of nine cases and of Suidas twice to state which of the 
two speeches of Lycurgus they meant by κατὰ Λυκόφρονος. Moreover the title 
of 1607 may have been something different from ὑπὲρ Λυκόφρονος β΄. Accord- 
ing to Pseudo-Plutarch 849d Hyperides composed 77 speeches, of which 52 
were genuine. The titles of nearly 70 are known, and none of these is at all 
suitable for identification with 1607, except possibly a speech which is vaguely 
described by Pollux as συνηγορικός. But the scholiast on Aeschines, De falsa leg. 
§ 18, gives the number of Hyperides’ orations as 170, and though the figures 
assigned by this scholiast to the speeches of the orators are in general less trust- 
worthy than those of Pseudo-Plutarch, and in some cases (e. g. in regard to Lysias 
and Isaeus) certainly corrupt, the figure 77 for Hyperides may well be too small, 
while, even if correct, it leaves a small balance of unknown speeches, of which 1607 
may have been one. That Athenian advocates sometimes composed two 
orations for delivery by different speakers at the same trial is known from the two 
extant orations of Lysias against Alcibiades, of which the second is not a reply 
by the speaker of the first, and is not parallel to the second speech of Demosthenes 
against Aphobus; cf. Blass, of. ci¢.i. 492. Though open to some difficulties, the 
view that 1607 passed in Egypt as the composition of Hyperides offers the most 
satisfactory explanation. Whether it was actually genuine is more doubtful, 
in view of Pseudo-Plutarch’s rejection of one-third of the speeches assigned to 
Hyperides. While the first oration of Demosthenes against Stephanus is 
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generally regarded as authentic, the second is not; cf. Blass, of. cz. 111. 409 sqq., 
472-5. But against the hypothesis that 1607.is a later composition ascribed 
to Hyperides must be set the apparent mention in Il. 218-20 of two individuals, 
Anaschetus and Criton, who are known from an inscription of 340 B,C., the 
approximate date of the British Museum speech. 

We are indebted to Mr. Lobel and Dr. Hude for several good suggestions 


in the restoration of this papyrus. 


Ἐπ. ἃς 


13 lines lost 


ἰτουτοὴν δι[οἹρυξαι τον 
[ 


15 ἰτοιχοὴν τη5] προς ‘ol 
[avOplwmov ομειλιας 
[eve]kev ovdapws 
[πιθανον ἐστιν" οὔτε 
γα[ρ] ὡς {προς τοὺς προτερον 
20 αὐτῶι λειτουργουν 
τας και παν oO TL κελεὺ 
[ο] προθυμως ὕπομε 
vovTas διηνεχθη 


21. 


Fr. 1. Col. ii (complete). 
409 [....]o0at οὐκ av διω 
[pluge τον τοιχον" πὸ 
[Ojev yap ἀανθρωπος 


[μ]ηδὲν κατεπειγο 


μενος αλλ Exov τὴν 
45 [εἸξουσιαν και Ta Tap ε 
κεινης εἰδεναι Kat 
Ta Tap avrov λεγειν 


[K]au τίους ἢ ..] + ous ὁ 


ΠΕ ] ποιεισθαι 
ΒΟ τ 7. ον επί 
pepo eae pee te νων a. [.Jac 


(οι. 1. 


δεδηλωκεν" ουθ o 

25 τι γενομενῆς προς 
avTov αἁψιμαχιας 
εκεινοι τὴν χρειαν 
[αἸπειπαντο οθεν o Av 
κοῴρων emt To τον 

30 ToLxov διορυξαι κα 
τηπίειχθΊη μηκετι 
[Tov] σω[μ]ατων Ϊ.. .] 
[- - οἱμοίως τε ae 

5 or 6 lines lost 


Vv of παν COIYr. 


Fr. 1. Col. iii (complete). 


amep ourot πίρουθεν ὃ 
8ο ro: νὺν ὃ ex(elotoly μεν 

εωρων καθ) ὑπερβο 

λην ασθ]εϊνως δια 

κειμεν οἷν TavTny 

δὲ τίην τ]ης ο[κιας 
85 μ[είλλουσαν κυριεὺ 
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μων ανελαμβα 

νον μη παθοντος 

τι τουτοὺ τιμωριαν 


90 ὕποσχωσιν wy av 


55 
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-----. Ἰντων τηλι 
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π.--.--... Jato και 


τοῖυτωι ουδεῖποθ ο 
Χρίεμης ὃ την] οἰκιαν 
απίειπεν ἢ] Kat μην 
αδυνίατο]υ ye εἰχεν 
ταξιν το τας θερα 
Tatas αὑτῆς προς 
τουτον διαφερεσθαι: 
τις [ylap av ovTws eye 
νηθη Opaceia ware 

ἢ Ta Tapa τούτου 
ρηθεντα' τα mapa 
τουτου ρηθεντα] 

ἡ Ta παρ εκεινης 
προς τοῦτον παΐρα 


σιωπησαι τῆς ἴδιας 
ρ 
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ae ly συν 
| -.-..... Ἰνειὶν 
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πο΄..-.--.. |rrewv 
92. I [δ]ιορυχθηναι. 
Col. i (top). 
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τεπίρα]ξαν: οὐκουν 
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Col. ii (top) + Frs. 3 and 14? 
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5 Ὁ 1. @ow 
παι πρό ]Ἰ. υσει 
βεύκου αν δύο Ἰωτατὴν 
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Frs. 5 (top) + 4. Plate iii. 
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kat Θεομνηστίου και 
Kpirewvos as καλΊως 
€Xov εστιν ὦ aly 

Opes δικασται pin 
παρερ[γως] εξεῖίτα 

σαι τὴν [γα]ρ οληΐν κα 
τηγορι[ανἹ | εκ τοΐ.. 
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Fr. 6 (top). 
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285. ἀποδημησα[] τον Ale 
ὠξιππίοῖν στεφανώ 
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Fr. 14 (top). 
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Col. iii. 
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5 lines lost 


ow 
[9] 
nN 

Comal 


1607. *“HYPERIDES (?), FOR LYCOPHRON 83 
τες Ka[Oamep de? mov . [ 
Oh oC Soe ε 360 παραδὶ Ἐγ τοὶ 
πο πολα τ τ: των [ 380 1δαί 
jo POMOSTED Sees 6.5.4.0 Ta TA.[ 1δεί 
}. ΠΣ τος χα sos < ηδεῖ je. [ 
Ja ROUVREGT( Els c's < ssn ταπί Ὁ 
320 Jo GROV OKs os) 4 cee 365 λεαΐί 
].@ TOV eK Ne Ὁ. tices ὁ ὁ Fr. 20. 
| Ἐλευθερ. τ --΄- ING 1% Pel 
] 345 μαᾳι.} «15 «Ὁ 6 τον νειν Ἰμῖ 385 Ἰ[αρί.} «1 
] PORD| sce cadets = δ ὁ ὁ Ἰσσί Ἰην pf 
325 | ΤΟ IG comet eee rare AN Ea Τ᾿ εὖ τοῖς τ! 
] va lniee. Fe pacinn ster ]. yf Ἰσαν mf 
] ταῦ slob oS a ieee 370 Πα [ Ἶυτον εἶ 
] 350 (ns. [-- +--+ +e jo εσὶ 390]. μᾳ. 
] Paes ORS pte, etl ae lool Ἰταί 
end of col. 
ΕΠ 71. Fie2e 
Goll i. Cola it: terra 
a ] ποιησᾷσ 1 ὕπο τουΐ 
κ--.... |riav γε πα ?\powvero Of au ὃ 
Oe πῆρος αὐτοὺς Ἰγον Tol 
-...... Ἰγμία]τος 415 Ἰμίαι «ἢ 
> Seen €|kei[v Jou vec bau [ 
> --.. κἸ]ατασκευ θη οὐ] 
-----.-. Ἰαθειν 
π΄ ss. Jrov . [ Fr. 23. 
Os +s le Ἰκουσ. [ prof 
τους; Joe περι ] επειδίη 
πο--. Ἰῴζω εἰ 420 Ἰπαμουΐ 
π᾿ --- jyewv - Ἰς και πασίης 
π---. ] εξε 408 al Ἰσυνης . [ 
Bogs les «ss mplonpet Tal ]- oat pl 


1. τους απαστί 
τ ΟΣ ha ΤΥ 
Ἶνος μεν .Ϊ 
460 |ta ευλα.Ϊ 
Ἰδὲ ras. [ 


end of col. 


OX YRHYNCAUS 


410 pl 


Fr. 25 (top). 
4 
|re. [ 
Jee 
440 loos de [ 


Fr, 26. 
441 Ἰαπισὶ 
Ἰρεσί 
aor. [ 
Ἰεδὶ 
Fr. 30. 
lou Ornate. 
Ja. wore. [. 
|rnv 71: 
465 olvdes εστιν 


end of col. 


PAPYRI 


Jo afr] 
Jeu. & 


lon 
Fr. 27 (top). 


445 μὴ πὶ 
λογηΐ 
pnde [ 


425 


Fr, 28. 
Je. [ 
je. | 
Ἰτηῖ 
7 περι [ 
Ἰναυΐ 


450 


Fr. 32, 


. Jal 
7. [ 
]-u 


470 


εἰ 


71. θεραΐπαιν 


1. 9 
1. εἰ 


Fr.iga 
475 oul 


496 


Fr. 33, 
Jeol 


Jem| 
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Pty 39. ἘῪ 10: ἘΣΤῚ aie ἘΣ 47. Fe: 43; 
498 1... δὲ. 500 Jp 502 J. τί 1..1 δοό 1. νοΐ 
je rows. [ ]. ετί I7[ 505 Ἰσταῖ 1:1 
end of col. 
Fr. 44. Ἐτ. 48. Fr. 46. ἘΥ, 27. 
508 Ἰτετί 509 Ἰνοΐ 510 Ἰπί 511 1. τί 


Ἐτ. 1. (1)... τοῦτο]ν δι[ο]ρῦξαι τὸν [τοϊχο]ν τῆς] πρὸς τὴν [ἄνθρωπον ὁμιλίας [ἕνεκεν οὐδαμῶς 
[πιθ]ανόν ἐστιν. οὔτε γὰρ] ὡς (pos) τοὺς πρότερον αὐτῷ λειτουργοῦντας καὶ πᾶν ὅ τι κελεύοι] προθύ- 
pos ὑπομένοντας διηνέχθη δεδήλωκεν, οὔθ᾽ ὅτι γενομένης πρὸς αὐτὸν ἁψιμαχίας ἐκεῖνοι τὴν χρείαν 
ἀἸπείπαντο, ὅθεν 6 Λυκόφρων ἐπὶ τὸ τὸν τοῖχον διορῦξαι κατηπ᾽ ix], μηκέτι [τῶν] σωϊμ]άτων [..... 
δ]μοίως τε. ΕΠ (ii)... ἰσθαν οὐκ ἂν διώ[ρ]υξε τὸν τοῖχον. πό[ lev γὰρ ἄνθρωπος [μηδὲν κατεπει- 
γόϊμ]ενος ἀλλ᾽ ἔχων τὴν [ἐ]ξουσίαν καὶ τὰ παρ᾽ ἐκείνης εἰδέναι καὶ τὰ παρ᾽ αὑτοῦ λέγειν [κ]αὶ .. 
(.. ἘΒ) καὶ το[ύτῳ οὐδέ]ποθ᾽ ὁ Xpléuns ἢ τὴν] οἰκίαν ἀπεῖπεν ?] καὶ μὴν ἀδυν[άτο]υ γε εἶχεν τάξιν τὸ τὰς 

ἐραπαίνας αὐτῆς πρὸς τοῦτον διαφέρεσθαι. τίς [γ]ὰρ ἂν οὕτως ἐγενήθη θρασεῖα ὥστε ἢ τὰ παρὰ τούτου 
ῥηθέντα ἢ τὰ παρ᾽ ἐκείνης πρὸς τοῦτον παΐρα σιωπῆσαι τῆς ἰδία[ | ἔχθρας [evexa; 7 p6[ x |et| pos δὲ] ἦν ὁ 
κύϊδυνος. ei? plév yap... (iii) ἅπερ οὗτοι πἰρούθεν ?|ro. νῦν δ᾽ ἐκ ε]ῖν ον μὲν ἑώρων κα θ ὑπερβο- 
λὴν da 6e\vas Siaxeiper[o|y, ταύτην “δὲ τὴν τ]ῆς of κίας μέλλουσαν κυριεύε εν π[ο]λὺ πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν 
ἀνελάμβανον, μὴ παθόντος τι τούτου τιμωρίαν ὑποσχῶσιν ὧν ἀντέπ[ρα]ξαν. οὔκουν οὔτ[ε δ)]ι(ο)ρυχθῆναι 
τὸν τοῖχον ὑπὸ τούτου πιθανόν, οὔτε εἰώθει, καθάπ[ε]ρ λέγει, ταῖς θεραπαίναις διαλέγεσθαι. τίνος] γὰρ 
ἕνεκεν ; [τί πρὸς] αὐτὸν τ[αὐτας] διενεχί θῆναι ἔδει (?)|, ὃν φιλο φρονέστερον ἢ] δὴ τῆς [δεσποίνης ?| 
προσφε[ρομένης αὐτῷ ane 

“That he dug through the wall for the sake of intercourse with the woman is not at all 
credible. For the accuser has not shown either that he quarrelled with the persons who 
were in his service and readily submitted to any of his orders, or that owing to an altercation 
with him they renounced their intimacy, in consequence of which Lycophron was reduced 
to digging through the wall, since the servants were no longer... 

...he would not have dug through the wall. For why should a man, who was 
not in straits, but in a position both to get news from her and to send messages from 
himself, .. .? 

... and Chremes never forbade him the house (?). Moreover that her maids quarrelled 
with him was as good as impossible. For which of them could have become so bold 
as to pass over in silence either his messages to her or her messages to him for the sake of 
private enmity? The danger was close at hand; for... But, as it was, they saw that he 
was in an excessively weak state, while she who was about to become the owner of the 
house was kept before their eyes, for fear that if anything happened to him they would 
suffer punishment for their revenge. It is therefore incredible that Lycophron dug 
through the wall, and he was not in the habit, as stated by the accuser, of conversing 
with the maidservants. Why should he have done so? What need was there for them to 
quarrel with him when, their mistress being on quite familiar terms with him, they ...?’ 


Fr. 5. 212 τίσιν οὖν τεκμ[η]ρίοις xpnodpe|vos| τούτους κελεύει] καταδικάζειν ; χ[ρῆ]τ[α]ι, νὴ 
Δία, Tails τῶν κηδεστῶν plaprv |pias ᾿Ανασχέτ[ ου] καὶ Θεομνήστίου καὶ] Κρίτωνος, ἃς καλ] ὥς] ἔχον ἐστίν, 
ὦ ἀν]δρες δικασταί, μ[ὴ] παρέρ[γως] ἐξετάσαι. τὴν [γὰ]ρ ὅλην κα]τηγορί αν] ἐκ Tol. . 

‘On what proofs then does he rely when he bids them (sc. his fellow-citizens) give 


86 THE \OX¥RHYNCHUS PARYRI 


a verdict of guilty? He relies forsooth on the evidence of his relatives by marriage, Anas- 
chetus, Theomnestus, and Criton, which it is your duty, gentlemen of the jury, to examine 
with special care. For the whole accusation (depends) on. . .’ 


18. [mO]avov: cf. Il. 94, 173, 236. 

10. (mpos) : cf. ll. 61-2. 

24. δεδηλωκεν : the subject is ὁ κατήγορος, sc. Ariston; cf. int. p. 76. 

26. αψιμαχιας: cf. Aeschin. De fals. leg. 176. ἁψιμαχεῖν is quoted from Hyperides by 
Antiatticista ap. Bekk. Anecd. 79. 12. 

30-1. KkarnmlerxO|n: cf. 1. 43. 

32. σω[μΊατων: cf. 1. 76 and int. p. 76. 

33. tel: Or τρί. The second letter may have been corrected. 

48. |. ous: ε or p can be read instead of o. 

53-4. TyAuolutos? w|y: the reference might be to the age of dying husband (cf. Il. 80-3 
and int.); but it seems more likely that he is the subject not of Jaro in 1. 55 but of the verb 
in 1. 58, and that Lycophron is the subject as far as |. 55. In that case the point of τηλι- 
κοίυτος would be that Lycophron was over 50 years of age when the trial took place, an 
argument used in his defence on the charge of adultery in Lycophr. § 15. 

56-8. The restorations are highly conjectural, but o yp{ looks like a proper name, and 
a mention of the husband, whose name is unknown, but who is called ἐκεῖνος in 1. 80, is very 
appropriate here. ταΐυτηι is inadmissible in 1. 56. 

63. εγενηθη : this form, which is common in the third century B.c., occurs in the MSS. 
of Plato, Phileb. 62d ἐξεγενήθη ἡμῖν (ἐξεγένεθ' ἡμῖν Stallbaum), and in two fragments of 
Philemon; cf. Lobeck, PAryn. 109, and int. p. 76. 

69. πα[ρα]σιωπησαι: cf. int. p. 76. 

71-3. mpolx |e pos δε] nv o κιν δυνος : cf. Hyper. Lpztaph. 17 «is τὸ κινδυνεύειν [πρ]οχείρως. 

73. «0? plev yap: μεν is required to balance νυν δε in |. 80, but may have come in 1. 76. 

76. σωΐματα: cf. 1. 32. 

77-9. |rrew is perhaps διορυήττειν (cf. ll. 14, 30, 92) and Ἰυγην might be διορ]υγην or 
διωρ]υγην, though neither form is classical, the best MSS. in Dem. vii. 40 having διορυχή. But 
π[ρουθεν]το, if that is the right restoration, does not fit in very well with a reference to digging 
through the wall. ouro. are the σώματα. 

80. εκ ε]ω ον: cf. Il. 56-8, n. The first husband of the woman is similarly alluded to 
in Lycophr. xlvi ἐπε]ιδὴ ἐτελεύτησεν ἐκ]εῖνος and xlvii ἐκεῖνος [κυοῦ]σαν τὴν yuvalixa ἐξ] αὑτοῦ 
καταλέλοιπεν. μεν already projects for some distance into the margin, and there is no room 
for [av after it, if avy ἐλαμβανον be read in 1. 87; cf. ἢ. ad loc. 

82. aoble|vas διακειμενΐ ο͵ν : οἵ, Lycophr. ὃ 17 ἀπόρως διακειμένους. 

86-8. προ οφθαλμων ἀνελαμβανον: cf, Epitaph. 17 πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν ὁρώμενα αὐτοῖς τὰ δεινά, 
and Polyb. ii. 35 λαμβάνων πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν τὸ παράδοξον τῶν τότε γενομένων. There seems to be 
no instance of ἀναλαμβάνειν with πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν, but with the division av ἐλαμβανον it is necessary 
to suppose the omission of ay in ]. 80. 

97. SuadreyerOa: οἵ, int. p. 77. 

98. The supposed stop after evexeyv might be the beginning of τ. For the supplements 
in ll. 98--τοο cf. Il. 60-2. 

108. νη Δία: cf. 1. 216, Demosth. i. 7, Huxentp. 12, 14, 27. 

111. ὑπέλαβε: a favourite word of Hyperides, occurring 11 times in his speeches. 

128. διαρρηΐδην: οἵ, Athenog. το, 16. 

159-62. It is very doubtful whether Fr. 14, containing the supposed ends of these 
lines, is rightly placed here, for the colour of it is different, especially on the verso (cf. int. 
p. 74), and at a junction with the upper margin of Fr. 2, which becomes necessary, the 
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fibres of the recto do not harmonize very well. οἱ μίισθΊου dixalfovres is too short. orp|ae is 
possible, and ov may be the negative. 

4 eo? Fr. 3 seems to be rightly placed here. xa υἱπερβολην is not unlikely in 1. 171; 
eel. 81, 

198. This line was probably the last of the column, which is already slightly longer 
than usual (40 lines compared to 39 in Fr. 1), 

199-200. Cf, ll. 170-1, ἢ. 

201-4. Fr. 4 almost certainly belongs to ll. 224~7. 

4 208. ropevoy: the last two letters are very doubtful; but cf. 1. 205. τοόμενην cannot be 
read. 

218-20. The very rare name ’Avdoxeros occurs also in C.I.A. ii. 804 Ba (Av. 
Anporehovs ᾿Αλαιεύς) in a list of sureties in 3408.c. for some triremes supplied to the 
Chalcidians, the preceding name being Κρίτων Acrudxou Κυδαθηναιεύς, who is also mentioned in 
C.1.A. ii, 807, and included among the κάλλιστοι τῶν πολιτῶν by Aeschin. Contra Timarch. 156. 
Probably these two persons are identical with ’Avdoyeros and Κρίτων here. For Θεόμνηστος 
cf. Lycophr. § 2 τὸ δ᾽ ἀργύριον Θεοὶ μνή]στῳ δίδωσιν (sc. Ariston)’ ἐκεῖνος δὲ λαμβάνων ἀνδράποδα 
ἀγοράζει, καὶ παρέχει ὥσπερ τοῖς λῃσταῖς ἐπισιτισμόν, καὶ δίδωσι τούτῳ ὑπὲρ ἑκάστου τοῦ ἀνδραπόδου 
ὀβολὸν τῆς ἡμέρας, ὅπως ἂν ἢ ἀθάνατος συκοφάντης. 

220-1. καλ[ ως] exov: cf. Demosth. viii. 22 καλῶς [ἔχειν τὸν] ἽΔρπαλον [ἐγδοῦναι τ]ὴν πόλιν, 
Lycophr. § 11 καὶ τοῦτο πῶς καλῶς ἔχει σὲ μὲν... τὴν κατηγορίαν ποιήσασθαι. 

222--3. pin] mapep| yos | εξεϊτα] σαι: cf. Athenog. 13 τούς τε νόμους ἐξετάζειν... πάρεργα τἄλλο 
πάντα ποιησάμενον. 

228-31. It is not absolutely certain that these are the beginnings of lines, 

236. mOlavov: cf. 1. 18. 

283. [τωι Χα[ριπΊπα] : the traces of the supposed zo are very slight and indecisive, but 
a mention of Charippus, to whom Dioxippus gave his sister in second marriage, and who 
figures largely in the charges discussed in Lycophr. δὲ 3-7, is very appropriate ; cf. int. p. 75. 
eySovra Or προ του eySovva is to be supplied at the end of the preceding column; cf. Lycophr. 
ὃ 5 καὶ γὰρ οὗτος (sc. Dioxippus) ἠκολούθει διὰ τὸ χήραν ἐγδίδοσθαι αὐτήν. 

284. εἾις [ΟἸ]λυίμπιαν : it is not certain that any letter is missing in the lacuna after els, 
and the following vestiges would also suit av| or ar| or possibly ἐσΐ, but Dioxippus was 
victorious as a pancratiast at Olympia according to Plin. Va¢. H7s¢. xxxv. 139 and others. 
The date assigned to his victory by Foerster, Olymp. Szeger, no. 381, is 336 B.c., but there 
is no very definite evidence for fixing the year, except the fact that Dioxippus went to Asia 
with Alexander (Diod. xvii. 100-1), i.e. in 335 or 334, and died there, so that he cannot 
have been at Olympia after 336. The oration of Hyperides against Lycophron is generally 
assigned to 340B.c., and if [O]Au|pay is right the victory of Dioxippus was more probably 
in 340, or even 344, than in 336. 

286-7. arepavwolo|yra: στεφανωσ᾽ αἷντα does not suit the size of the lacuna. 

288. The τ of rews has either been corrected from. or else been inserted later. 

289. The letter before πεμποντὰ seems to have been o or v witha stroke through it, and 
the vestige of the preceding letter rather suggests a or A, so that probably the scribe began 
to write αὐτῶι or Λυκοφρονι, but corrected it. 

313-16. Cf. ll. 159-62, n. 

336-7. For καΐθαπερ Ae }ye cf. 1. 95. 

427-36. These are perhaps the beginnings of lines; but if so, a projects into the mar- 


“gin of J. 433. 
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1608. AESCHINES SOCRATICUS, Alcibiades. 


Ir. 4) “τ Χ 98 cm. Late second century. 
Plate III (Fr. 4). 


The source of these scanty fragments of a dialogue between Socrates and 
Alcibiades, chiefly concerning the character of Themistocles, is shown to be the 
Alcibiades of Aeschines Socraticus by coincidences with two of the six extant 
quotations from that lost dialogue. Aeschines was one of the most important 
followers of Socrates, being often placed by ancient critics next in rank to 
Plato and Xenophon. His reputation rested not so much on his own con- 
tributions to the development of his master’s philosophy, which seem to have 
been inconsiderable, but on the elegance of his style, which is specially praised 
by Aristides and Hermogenes, and on the fidelity of his representation of 
Socrates, which even led to the accusation in antiquity that the master, not the 
disciple, was the author of the dialogues (Diog. Laert.. Vzta Aeschinis, ii. 7). 
The recovery of new fragments of the Alcibiades is therefore a matter of some 
interest, especially in view of the current controversy initiated by Prof. Burnet 
concerning the historical character of the Platonic Socrates. 

The extant fragments of Aeschines’ seven genuine dialogues have recently 
been collected and discussed by H. Krauss (Teubner, 1911) and more fully by 
H. Dittmar (Philol. Untersuch. xxi. 1912). Much the longest is Fr. 1 (Krauss) 
of the Alcibiades from Aristides, orat. 46 (ii. 292 sqq., Dindorf) containing 
a panegyric upon Themistocles addressed to Alcibiades by Socrates, and 
concluding with a warning that even Themistocles’ ἐπιστήμη was not strong 
enough to save him from disasters. Another passage in the same oration of 
Aristides (ii. 369) not only supplies a second fragment (small), which Krauss, 
following C. F. Hermann, assigns to a position immediately preceding Fr. 1, 
but gives a general description of the context of Fr. 1, from which it appears 
that Alcibiades was reduced to tears by the sense of his own inferiority to 
Themistocles. Before the end of the dialogue, which was put into the form 
of a narrative by Socrates, as is shown by the use of the first person in referring 
to him, Alcibiades seems to have left, and Frs. 3 and 4 (from Aristid. oraz. 45) 
apparently belong to the conclusion of the dialogue, being part of an explanation 
of Socrates’ general point of view in relation to Alcibiades, addressed to an 
unknown third participator in the conversation. Frs. 5 and 6, from Priscianus 
and Athenaeus respectively, are unimportant; but evidently the general drift of 
the whole dialogue was similar to that of the (Pseudo-)Platonic Alcibiades, α΄ 
desire to curb the arrogance of Alcibiades. Aristides in fact contrasts the two 
dialogues, to the disadvantage of Plato. There are also apparent allusions to 
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Aeschines’ dialogue in Cic. Zusc. iii. 77 and Augustin, De cévit. Gt, Rive ὃς: 
cf. Dittmar’s Fr. 10, and pp. 99-103 of his edition. These indicate that Socrates 
showed Alcibiades, who thought himself deatus (εὐδαίμων), that he was really 
Stultus (ἀμαθής), and as such miser (ἄθλιος), with the result that Alcibiades 
entreated Socrates to free him from ‘urpitudo (aicypérns) and teach him virtus 
(ἀρετή). ' 

Of the 19 (originally 25) fragments of the papyrus only six are large 
enough to be of any value, and the longest continuous passage is less than 
20 lines (Il. 34-52). Fr. 5 (ll. 77-87) contains after parts of 5 new lines 
Krauss’s Fr. 2, immediately followed, as he had correctly surmised, by the 
beginning of his Fr.1. This is continued after a gap in Frs. 6 and 7, the latter 
fragment containing the bottoms of two columns. Since the extent of the 
missing portion of Fr. 7. ii is known to have been approximately 19 lines, there 
were about 30 lines in a column, and probably Fr. 5, of which the upper margin 
is broken off, is from the top of a column ; for Frs. 5, 6,and 7. i together account 
for 30 lines. With regard to the position of the other fragments, none of them 
belongs to the four columns immediately following Fr. 7. ii, all of which must 
have been occupied by the remainder of the extant panegyric on Themistocles, 
and internal evidence indicates that at any rate Frs. 1, 2, and 4 preceded Frs. 5-7. 
Fr. 1 is placed in that position because the reference to Themistocles in 1. 3 may 
be the first introduction of his name into the discussion, which continues to be 
occupied with him in Frs. 4-7. Socrates seems to have asked a question 
reflecting on his interlocutor’s (presumably Alcibiades’) relations to his parents, 
adducing as a parallel the bad relations of Themistocles to his parents—a remark 
which draws a protest from Alcibiades (ll. 1-6). The next question is concerned 
with a different subject, whether people are first μουσικοί and ἱππικοί or the 
opposite, the second alternative being naturally adopted by Alcibiades (ll. 7-15), 
at which point the fragment ceases to be intelligible. The story that Themistocles 
had been disinherited by his father, which is mentioned by Plutarch and other 
writers (cf. 1]. 38-9, n.), had in any case been alluded to by Socrates before Fr. 4, 
in which Alcibiades is definitely stated to be the other speaker (I. 50); for in 
ll. 36-48 the latter expressed his surprise at the supposed disinheritance, and 
vigorously condemned the character of Themistocles implied by such an incident. 
There is an apparent connexion between this speech of Alcibiades and the 
reference at the beginning of Socrates’ panegyric on Themistocles (Il. 85-7) 
to Alcibiades’ boldness in criticizing that statesman; but Frs. 5-7 cannot be 
combined with the remains of Fr. 4. ii, so that at least one column intervened 
between Fr. 4. i and Frs. 5-7, though the gap is not likely to be wide. The 
next question of Socrates (ll. 48 sqq.) is incompletely preserved and somewhat 
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obscure, as is the point of his remark in Il. 34-6, which preceded the outburst 
of Alcibiades and mentions Apollodorus’ defence τοῦ φαύλουι This Apollodorus 
is presumably the inseparable companion of Socrates who appears as the narrator 
in Plato’s Symposium, and he seems to have taken part in the conversation in 
Aeschines’ dialogue. Though there is no reason to assign any of the remarks 
in the extant portion of 1608 to Apollodorus, the two remarks from the end 
of the dialogue (Frs. 3 and 4 Krauss ; cf. p. 88) may well have been addressed 
to him: Anytus has been suggested there, but as a mere guess. The position 
of Fr. 2 is more doubtful, since there is no apparent reference in it to 
Themistocles ; but there seems to be a connexion between ἀπο]λογίας in 1. 28 
and ἀπολογεῖσθαι in 1. 36, so that Fr. 2 is likely to have preceded Fr. 4 
with no very great interval. The first 5 lines of Fr. 5 apparently belong 
not to a speech but, like the next 3, to a piece of narrative: Alcibiades, 
who is meant by αὐτόν in 1. 82, is probably also indicated by αὐτῷ in 1.79. Lines 
82-136 correspond to Krauss’s Fr. 2 and part of 1. Here there are some small 
variations between 1608 and the MSS. of Aristides, whose quotations do not 
seem to be exact. In ll. 130-2, where the MSS. are corrupt, 1608 is incom- 
pletely preserved, but does not seem to have been right ; cf. n. ad loc. The 
papyrus as a whole is too short to prove much; but such glimpses of Aeschines’ 
style as it affords indicate a close resemblance between his picture of Socrates 
and Plato’s in the earlier dialogues, and so far as they go rather support 
Prof. Burnet’s view that Plato was there giving a true representation of Socrates’ 
teaching. 

1608 was found with 841-4, 1606-7, &c. The handwriting is a good-sized 
elegant uncial of the sloping oval type, with a tendency to exaggerate the size 
of a and v. It is a somewhat later specimen of this type than 24 (Demosthenes, 
προοίμια δημηγορικά: Part i, Plate vii) and 665 (History of Sicily: Part iv, 
Plate i), but earlier than e.g. 223 (Homer E: Part ii, Plate i) and Schubart, 
Pap. Graecae, 19 b (Hesiod, Catalogue), and probably belongs to the latter half 
of the second century. Jota adscript was generally written. Changes of speaker 
are indicated (perhaps not consistently) by double dots with or without para- 
graphi, and two kinds of stops, a high and a low point, are employed, besides 
occasional diaereses over initial 1 and v. A mark of elision in 1. 53 seems to be 
due to the original scribe, but an accent and breathing in |. 37 are probably 
by the (contemporary) corrector, who has altered mistakes in ll. 10, 37 (?), and 
42. A critical mark against 1.138 probably refers to a lost marginal note. The 
scribe seems to have been rather prone to omissions ; cf. ll. τὸ and 48-50. The 
fragments are or may be from the middles of columns, except where it is stated 
otherwise. 


1608. 
Prete 


|e περι τοὺς 
σεαυτου yovleas yeye ? 
νησθαι. o1os περ [0 Oc 
μιστοκλης λεγεται [πε 


5 pl Tous e€avtov γοΐνεας: 


10 


15 


35 


40 


τον Θεμιστοκλεα Unio ἜΤ Coban. 
Tov πᾶτρος αποκηρυχίθη Plate iii. 
vat’ φαυλου yap Kal Trop 

pe ανοιας nkKovTa Ta Vine 
γε τοιαυτα" (loljores εἰς δι oS ad 
aghopas TolavTas Kal ε pal 
| ητὶ 


48 


εὐφημει εφη ὦ Σίωκρα 
tes: mlolrepov δὲ δοκει [ 
σοι Tots] avOpwros αναγ 
καιοϊν] εἰναι ἀμουΐσους 


Be apo ἢ μουσικοΐυς γι 
νεσίθα)ι" Kat ποτεροῖν a 
φιϊππους) ἡ ιππικοίυς : a 
ναγίΚαιοὴν μοι δοκει Ϊ 

ἀμουϊσους] προτερον και 


αφιπίπους :| οὐκοίυν.. .. 


ΠΟ -..... Ἰην AL, 
᾿ε---... ἡπα ooo. 
fied. (οἷ ἱ,, \Plate iii, 


kadws de κα] ο Απολῖλο 
Swpos ὑπερ του φαυΐλου 
απολογεισθαι: αλλ εκέίι 


vo ἢ ὃ ὃς eyw οὐκ αν ὠμηΐν 


χθρας τας μεγίστας 


αἱ 
[ 


προς τοὺς €avtou yovle 


ας KATEOTH’ O Και παι 


AESCHINES SOCRATICUS, ALCIBIADES 


20 


25 


30 


32 


80 


85 


gl 


[. «\. .|ryptovs f....... 
[ο]Ἱυδετερους de]. .... 

a οὐτε yap Tous [.....- 
[ουδ]οτιουν Sef... .... 
τῆσθαι nme. meres 

las) ore als oa ast cee 
ΕἸ τῶν δι 
απραξασθα]ι 
παιίνειν" οὐτίε - «..... Ὁ. 
ves δια τας TollavTas απὸ 
Aoyias ἀπεγνίωσαν av 


θρῶπὼν pelo. -.--΄- 


[5 7 0]: tiry Mamaia 


αὐτοῦ etye[. 24.2 225s. 
KOMEVOL Tle... vee ee 
av aiapTy|...-....' 
yvous οὖν alutoy eyo 
o7t ζηλοτυπίως EXEL προς 
Θεμιστοκλίεα εἰπὸν ε 
πειδὴ του [Θεμιστοκλε 
ους βιου επιίίλαμβανεσ 
[Olat ετολμηΐσας σκεψαι 
5 lines lost 

[ω Σώκρατες τα] τοιαυτία 
[εἰδεναι : dn οἱυν mono 


92 
δαριον ευλαβηθηναι 


[(av) ευροΊιτο : ovTw dn μικρον ra ἰτης της χωρ͵ΐας τοσαυΐ 
[vevoluikas εἰναι ἣν ὃ ε γί ἰτης ουσης οσ]ην o ηλιοῖς 
50 [yo w AlAkiBradn γονεσζὼν αἱ ἰπορευεται ἡ] καλειτίαι 
[διαβ Ῥ]ληθηναι. wore Tov γί [Aoia εἰς avnp ἀρχει: mia 
[ἐπιτυχ ὕοντος ανθρωπου 70 δ΄ 100 [yy μὲν οὐν εφὴ o ye με. 
ἌΡ 1 που ὐπὸ 7 γ᾽ [yas βασιλεὺς : οισῖθα ουν 
ΠΥ ὁ ἡ Oke 7} ηῦ Ns [ [ort exewos eo|rparevce 
55 [ 12 letters |rap{.|v Tal [Cevpo και emt] Aaxedau 
[ 11.) 4) τ mr [Hovious ἡγουμενος εἰ 
[λοτατων 3] ἐστιν εἰ δὲ “ἢ 105 [τουτω τῶ πολ]εε κατὰ 
τ yt a Ἰν πολιν τε [ ἰστρεψαιτο ρα͵]διως τοὺς 
end of col. end of col. end of col. 
Pr.7.) “Col yi. Fr. 8 Fr. 9. 
1g lines lost. oi sav .[ 
126 [πεζων και] χρηματωΐν τ ηκαΐ 
[ta των EdAn|vov πραγμῖία ya Tpt pal 
[Ta πολυ ελειπετο Ta δὲ 149 χε 150 αλλί 
[βασιλεως προειχεν" ad ᾿λουΐ yep [[n]]-[ 
130 A [ηδῆεε oTt εἰ μη αὑτοὺς To? oo .[ Bou pr 
βουλ]ευεσθαι exewos [πε ει .Ϊ [. Jeove[ 
ριεστίαι] Ta ye adda av[rov “τε δ 
τοσαυτα οντὰ To μεγίεθος 145 τηΐ Fr. Io. 
ου]δ εἰν peya εμελλεν [ὦ Ty 7. 
135 φελήσειν καὶ τοῦτο εἶγνω end of col. 155 up 
Kel apa οτι οποτερων [av wo ΣωκρΊατες of 
end of col. Jro . [ 
Broce. Pre. Prong. Pro 
weal [Jon 166 καὶ lo 
yy. και τοΐ koa] évy| 170 |r 
160 Ἰυτωι αδί pol και μι. 
Javral τόρ do.[ 
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95 [τε σοι εμελησῖεν ore ταυΐ 
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Fr. 15. Frer6, Fre 17; Fr. 18. Preto, 
top of col. top of col. 176 πλί 178 Jai ESOP las 
172 Ἰουθεῖ αἱ λιπί Ἰοικῖ Jor 
Je τοιαυΐτ 175 ταί 


1-6. Probably, as Prof, Burnet, to whom we are indebted for several suggestions in 
the interpretation of 1608, remarks, Socrates asked ‘ Would you be willing to have behaved 
to your parents as Themistocles is said to have behaved to his?’ Alcibiades replies ‘Hush 
Socrates ’. 

7-15. ‘Do you think that men have to be unmusical before they are musical, and 
unskilled in riding before they are skilled ?—I think that they must first be unmusical and 
unskilled in riding.’ For ἄμουσοι in conjunction with ἄφιπποι cf. Plato, Rep. 335c. Burnet 
thinks that this was part of an argument intended to show that Themistocles did not achieve 
what he did φύσει (which Alcibiades considered sufficient for himself), Since Themistocles 
was so unsatisfactory in his youth, he must have become great and acquired ἐπιστήμη by care 
and practice. 

τό. [.Jox[: or [α]ρχί. 

19. Perhaps [Suxac |rnpeov εἶ. 

28. τοίαυτας απολογιας : cf. 1. 36 and int. 

34-51. ‘.. . and Apollodorus also to make a good defence on behalf of the mean, 
— But, he replied, there is this point ; I should not have thought that Themistocles was dis- 
inherited by his father ; for such conduct betokens a mean character and reaches the height 
of folly, when a person is involved in such quarrels and in the most violent enmity with his 
parents, which even a child would find a way of avoiding.—Did you think it so small- 
minded, Alcibiades, said I, to be filled with hatred of one’s parents that...’ 

34-5. Απολ[λο]δωρος : cf. int. No orator of this name who was contemporary with 
Socrates is known. τοὺ φαυζλου can be masculine or neuter, As Burnet remarks, Alcibiades 
may have been relying on his natural gifts, so that the question of κάλλος arose. Apollodorus 
may well have championed the cause of ‘ the ugly’ (e.g. Socrates); for he certainly stands 
for the more cynical aspect of Socraticism, as appears from the beginning of the Sympos¢um. 

36. Of the double dots after αἀπολογεισθαι only the upper is preserved. 

αλλ εκεζιΐνο: Burnet compares Azppras mator 283d ἀλλ᾽ ἐκεῖνο, μῶν μὴ Aakedat- 
μόνιοι κτλ. 

37. ἢ: the first hand perhaps wrote «. 

38-9. Cf. int. and Plut. Vit, Themist. 2 ἃ δὲ τούτων ἐξαρτῶσιν ἔνιοι διηγήματα πλάττοντες 
ἀποκήρυξιν μὲν ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ... δοκεῖ kate edoOa, Aelian, Var. hist, ii, 12 ἀποκηρυχθεὶς 
ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρός, Nepos, Zhemist. 1 a patre exheredatus est. 

40-1. πόρρω avo.as ἤκοντα : Cf. Plato, Euthyd. 294 6 πόρρω σοφίας ἥκεις. 

48. [(av) evpo|ro: this reading is not very satisfactory; but εὕροιτο is preferable to 
εὕροι, the active not being used with an infinitive in classical times, and there is a change of 
speaker before ovra, so that [av <lupoc with the omission of double dots before ουτω, though 
a possible reading, is open to still greater objections. 

5°. γονεσ(ζὼν: γονεων is inadmissible. 

52. [ἐπιτυχοντος was suggested by Burnet. ; 

55-9. The fragment containing these lines was originally separate, and is not quite 
certainly placed here. 

61. Probably αν] θρω[π: cf. 1. 52. 

747. This line is probably the top of the column ; cf. int. p. 89. 
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82-4, yous ... Θεμιστοκλεα = Aeschin. Fr. 2; cf. int. The MSS. of Aristides have 
ζηλοτύπως ἔχοντα instead of ort ζηλοτυπως ἐχει, and before Θεμιστοκλέα some of the deteriores 
insert τόν, which was certainly omitted in the papyrus. 

84-5. εἤτειδὴ tov: from this point up to |. 136 the papyrus corresponds to the beginning 
of Aeschin. Fr.1; cf.int. After ἐπειδή the MSS, of Aristides insert τοίνυν, which is evidently 
due to looseness of quotation. 

93-8. These remains are on a separate fragment, and there is no external evidence for 
their being near the ends of lines. 

94-5. οἿυν πωπίοτε cor: οὖν σοι πώποτε MSS, 1608 may have omitted σοι. The ε of 
ἐμελησἾεν comes above the a of xwplas in 1. 96. 

97. oo|nv: so the ‘deteriores’, followed by Dindorf and Hermann, AET, which are 
considered the best MSS., have ὅσον, which is adopted by Fischer, Krauss, and Dittmar. 
ὅσην is, however, supported by Aristides xiv (i. 325, Dindorf) ὅπερ γάρ τις ἔφη τῶν λογοποιῶν 
περὶ τῆς ᾿Ασίας λέγων ὅσην ὁ ἥλιος πορεύεται ταύτης πάσης ἄρχειν ἄνδρα ἔνα. 

100. y?|e: om. MSS. 

105. πολ]εε: SO MSS. πόλει Krauss and Dittmar, following Herodian, ii, 2, p. 696 os 
παρ᾽ Αἰσχίνῃ τῷ Σωκρατικῷ τούτω τὼ πόλει : πόλη Hermann, following Choeroboscus. 

130-2. εἰ μὴ αὐτοῦ τὸ βουλεύεσθαι ἐκείνοις (ἐκεῖνος E) περιέσται, τά γε ἄλλα αὐτῶν (αὐτόν FE) 
MSS. Dindorf: εἰ μὴ αὐτοῦ τῷ βουλεύεσθαι ἐκεῖνον... αὐτόν Hermann: εἰ μὴ αὐτῶν τῷ βουλ. 
ἐκεῖνος... αὐτόν Reiske: εἰ μὴ αὑτοῦ τῷ βουλ. ἐκεῖνος... αὐτόν Krauss, Dittmar. Whether 1608 
had τίο or τωι and αὐτον or αὐτων is uncertain; but it apparently agreed with E in reading 
ἐκεῖνος (though exe:voils is just possible), and certainly differed from all the MSS. and editors 
in having αὐτούς instead of avrov—a novelty which seems to be erroneous. 

134. εμελλεν [ωἸφελησειν: ὠφελήσει MSS. 

136. apa: om. MSS. 

138. For the critical mark cf. int. p. go. 

154-7. Fr. 10 resembles Fr. 7. ii in colour, but does not occur in the text of the 
missing portion of that column. 

159. The supposed low stop after ν might be the lower of two dots marking a change 
of speaker, in which case καιτοίι is not improbable. 

162-5. This fragment is very likely to be placed above Fr. 9, but there is no actual 
join. 


1609. PHILOSOPHICAL WORK (EUDORUS?). METROLOGICAL FRAGMENT. 


8 X Io-2 cm. Second century. 


The recto of this papyrus contains 13 nearly complete lines from the 
middle of a column of a lost philosophical work, with a few letters from the 
preceding and following columns. It is written in a clear compact semiuncial 
hand of the second century, which somewhat resembles that of 410 (Part iii, 
Plate iv) and is not later than the reign of Marcus Aurelius, more probably 
belonging to the reign of Trajan or Hadrian. A stroke in the middle of 1. 12 
indicates the beginning of a new section. The subject under discussion is εἴδωλα 
in mirrors, and the author, who alludes in 1. 13 to his commentary on the 7zmaeus 
of Plato, and objects in ll. τό sqq. to the views of Democritus, Epicurus, and 
Empedocles, evidently belonged to the Academic school. The first commentator 
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on Plato, was according to Proclus, Jz 7771. p. 24, Crantor of Soli in Cilicia, whose 
discussion of the Zzaeus is mentioned several times by Plutarch in his De 
animae procreatione. But since Crantor wasacontemporary of Epicurus and died 
before him, he is unsuitable as the author of the papyrus, in which Epicurus is 
ranked with Democritus and Empedocles. Another philosopher of the Academic 
school, also mentioned by Plutarch, of. ci¢., in connexion with the Zzmaeus, is 
Eudorus of Alexandria, who flourished about 25 B.c. and is generally thought 
to have written a commentary on that dialogue, besides an encyclopaedic work 
upon philosophy in general and a treatise on Aristotle’s Categories. The 
encyclopaedic work, of which a few fragments survive, is described by Stobaeus, 
fel. ii. 46 as Evddpov τοῦ ᾿Αλεξανδρέως ᾿Ακαδημικοῦ φιλοσόφου διαίρεσις τοῦ κατὰ 
φιλοσοφίαν λόγου, βιβλίον ἀξιόκτητον ἐν ᾧ πᾶσαν ἐπεξελήλυθε προβληματικῶς τὴν 
ἐπιστήμην. It was used extensively by Arius Didymus of Alexandria, a Stoic 
philosopher with eclectic tendencies, and seems to have been a work of some 
importance. The account of it given by Zeller, Gesch. d. griech. Philos. i.612, who 
considers that it collected the answers of the chief writers on the main problems of 
philosophy, is quite in harmony with the papyrus. A difficulty with regard to 
the attribution of 1609 to Eudorus, who naturally wrote in Attic, arises from 
the occurrence of an Ionic form, περιεούσας, in 1. 21. The context there, however, 
and the occurrence elsewhere of several non-Ionic forms (οὖν, τούτων, ᾿Εἰμπεδοκλῆς) 
indicate that the author was in this case using Empedocles’ language, though 
περιεούσας cannot itself have occurred in hexameters. 

On the verso in a different and larger semiuncial hand, which is not earlier 
than A.D. 150 and may even be later than 200, are the ends of 11 lines from the 
middle of a column of metrological tables, similar to e.g. 9. verso and 669. 
Some abbreviations and the usual symbols for drachma (]. 31) and 4 (1. 36) occur. 
The amount lost at the beginnings of lines is uncertain, but seems to be 
considerable in most, if not all, cases, and not much can be gleaned from the 
fragment. As far as |. 37 it is concerned with liquid measures, especially in 
relation to the cyathus, weights being expressed in drachmae ; the last 2$ lines 
deal with the mina and its subdivisions. The κόγχη, an uncommon measure, is 
mentioned in 1]. 30, with a novel weight assigned to it. Details are discussed in 


the commentary. 
Recto. 
Cols. Col: 11. Col. iii. 
doxn δὲ exer φα[ινεσθαι ov 
10 yap ἐπ EKEelvyoU τοῦ κατοπτρου 


οραται αλλ ἡ ανακλασις επι 
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TOV OP@®VTAN πέρι μεν ουν 


ἐλ, τουτῶν ev τοῖς εἰς τον Tt 
Ἰπο μαιον εἰ ρῆηται ov δει de εἰ 

Ἰν[ο]υν 15 δωλον τοίουτον ἀκούειν οἱ Ἔν 

Ἰνταὺ ov To Kata Anpoxpitov ἡ Em τί 

Ἱμεν κουρον ἡ ὡς EpmedoxdAns [ 
5 |.u amoppoas pain av amevat τί 

jr amo ekacTov τῶν κ[α͵τοπτρι 25 of 

jee. ZO COMEVMY EKOL The-s a's wie aiele af 

|rn mepteovoas [...... Sh heer 


‘(if?). . . and it (the image) seem to appear there. For it is not seen on that mirror, 
but the reflexion to the person seeing (is seen). This, however, has been discussed in my 
commentary on the Timaeus. An image ought not to be described as it is in the systems 
of Democritus or Epicurus, or as Empedocles would say that emanations come off from 
each of the objects shown in the mirror and ... surviving...’ 


12. opwvra: ν is practically certain and the very faint traces of the two preceding letters 
suit pw, but joining o is a descending stroke which is superfluous and seems to be merely 
a ligature. The stroke after opwyra is a mark of punctuation. 

13. εἰς roy Τίμαιον : i.e, in connexion with 71 Ὁ οἷον ἐν κατόπτρῳ δεχομένῳ τύπους καὶ κατιδεῖν 
εἴδωλα παρέχοντι : οἵ, 72 0. 

14. de: εἰ is very cramped, and the « was probably omitted originally. 

16. For Democritus’ theory of εἴδωλα cf. Sext. Math. ix. 19 Δημόκριτος δὲ εἴδωλά τινά 
φησιν ἐμπελάζειν ἀνθρώποις κτλ, Epicurus’ views are expressed in his £p7s¢. 1 ap. Diog. Laert. 
x. 46 sqq. ; 

18, For Empedocles’ views on ἀπορροαί cf. Ritter and Preller, Hist. phil. Graec. §§ 166 ἢ, 
177 Ὁ. 

‘19. k[alromrpufopevwy is passive ; cf. Plut. De plac. philos. 894 f καταντικρὺ δὲ τοῦ κατοπ- 
τρίζοντος αὐτὴν (SC. ἡλιακὴν περιφεγγείαν) ἀστέρος. ‘The middle is the form commonly used. 

21. περιεουσας : cf, int. p. 95. 


Verso. 
24 jad. . -| Kola Jae 
| Koa) ε. [ἡν 
Ἰσον kat ἢ μεγὶ α] 
| κονχὴ ἢ μεγὶα]) 
[An εχ jee S tn ἡ Oe Ter’ 
opae εἰσιν δε οβ 
] ουν μεγα κοιαθίου ?) 
to δε] μικρον κοιαθου 
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oydoov pepos 


35 ] 
YaS η μνα . 7 
| 
] 


[exes [5 om 5] ρμὸ ἡ δὲ [5 
[5 ηὉ Ι 


24. xoila6( ): κύαθος is thus misspelled throughout, a circumstance which raises a doubt 
whether some other forms are correct. The cyathus was regularly Ζ of a κοτύλη, but of 
varying weights and subdivisions. 

29. Ἶσον : or Ἶεον. 

29-31. The doubtful y of peyla\ky might be ν in both 1. 29 and 1. 30, θὰ in neither 
place is μει[κρα admissible. The restoration ἡ μὲν κογχη ἡ μεγ[αίλη εχ]ει would suit ll. 34-5, 
where oydSoov pepos might follow immediately after κοιαθου, but Il. 31-2 do not seem to be 
concerned with the μικρὰ κόγχη, and, since the break along the left side is practically vertical, 
it would be necessary to suppose that the beginning of |. 31 projected by several letters 
beyond ll. 30 and 35, while it is very difficult to restore the other lines, especially Il. 32-4, 
on the hypothesis of a short lacuna or no lacuna at all at the beginnings, The κόγχη occurs 
together with κόγχη xnpapis as a medicinal measure in Hippocrates (Hultsch, Aetrol. Script, 
i. 75-6), and is equated by Hesychius and Photius to the χήμη, which is treated variously 
as 3, τ, 2, or ἃ of a cyathus. In the Cleopatrae tabula (Hultsch, i. 235 ; cf. 256) the 
μεγάλη κόγχη is equated to the ὀξύβαφον and contains 14 cyathi, weighing 15 drachmae, while 
the ἐλάττων κόγχη contains 4 cyathus, weighing 5 dr. The papyrus evidently gives the 
weight of the μεγάλη κόγχη as 18 dr.: the initial lacuna in 1. 31 may well have contained 
a statement of the relation of this κόγχη to a cyathus, which presumably. stood in the ratio 
of 1: ΤΣ to it, especially as a cyathus of 12 drachmae is indicated by ll. 35-6; cf. n. 

31. ex leu: or ay lee or mot lee or εσἾτι. 

31-2. rer’ is presumably τετ(αρτη). but there is room for a letter between ε and the 
vertical stroke which is supposed to represent the second τ. τετάρτη is not known as a liquid 
measure, but τέταρτον μέρος or τεταρτημόριον κοτύλης occurs in Hippocrates (Hultsch, i. 75°), 
and τέταρτον is common in the sense of 2 ξέστης or guartartus, i. 6. Φ κοτύλη ΟΥ 3 cyathi. 
The connexion of |. 32 with the preceding line is obscure. Only εἰσιν is certain. Ἰοραι 
suggests αμφΊοραι, but ἀμφορεύς is the regular Greek form : δραΐχμαι is inadmissible. ὃ of de 
is fairly certain (no figure in the thousands or hundreds will suit), but the following letter, 
if, is very cramped. 9, i.e. δ(ραχμαί), could be read; butin 1. 31 the ordinary symbol for 
drachmae occurs and in ]. 36, where the figures seem to refer to drachmae, the preceding 
abbreviation was different. The figure 08(?) probably refers to drachmae, and perhaps gives 
the weight of a κοτύλη ; cf. 1. 31. 

33-6. If the genitive «(v)a6uv in 1. 34 is right, these lines are clearly concerned with 
a subdivision of the cyathus, the smaller measure being apparently % of it and weighing 
14 drachmae, which is in accordance with the weight ascribed to a μεγάλη κόγχη in 1. 31, if 
the cyathus in 1609 is, as usual (cf. 1]. 29-31,n.), 2 of a pey. κόγχη. The smallest measures 
for liquids were the χήμη, κόγχη (ἐλάττων), κοχλιάριον, μυστρίον OF λίστριον, μύστρον, and κάρυον, 
but since the measure in question is neuter, the first two need not be discussed. The κοχ- 
λιάριον is sometimes, e.g. in the Cleop. 1αὖ., treated as weighing 1 drachma, i.€. το of a 
cyathus there, but 53; of the cyathus in 1609; elsewhere (e.g. Hultsch, i. 238. 7) it weighs 
3 γράμματα, i.e. 2 drachmae. The terms μέγα and μικρόν do not occur in connexion with it, 
but something like κοχλιαριον] ουν peya κοιαθ(ου) [exrov (or τετάρτον, if it weighed twice the 
μικρόν) pepos το de] μικρον κοιαθου [---Ἰ oySoov pepos can be restored in ll. 33-5, though how the 


H 
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lacunae in ll. 35-6 were filled is in any case obscure. μύστρον (Hultsch, ii. 198-9) is some- 
what less suitable than κοχλιάριον. The μέγα μύστρον has sometimes 2, sometimes 3 cyathi, 
but elsewhere is τίς or τίς κοτύλη i.e. 3 or 4 cyathus, while the μικρὸν μύστρον is gy OF 


pg κοτύλη, i.e. 33- or 4 cyathus, which is not very close to } cyathus. The μυστρίον or 


λίστριον, which is rarely mentioned, is the same as the μικρὸν μύστρον, and unlikely to be 
distinguished as μέγα and μικρόν : but two kinds of κάρυα are known, the βασιλικόν, which 
weighed 4 drachmae in the Cleop. /ad., but elsewhere 7 drachmae (Hultsch, i. 243. 8), and 
the Ποντικόν, which weighed 1 drachma (Hultsch, i. 243. 9), so that καρυον] is as good as 
κοχλιαριον] in 1. 33. οὖν is not very satisfactory, and the o is uncertain; but to xalpu{o)y there 
is the objection that the tail of a p ought to have been visible. In the absence of any known 
measure of which the smaller size was 4 cyathus and weighed 1 drachmae, the name to 
which peya and pixpov refer and even the supposed connexion between Il. 34-6 remain 
doubtful. The stroke before the figures in 1. 36 is smaller than that after rer in 1. 31 and 
may belong to a letter (e. g. 6 or μὴ above the line. 

36-8. Cf. the Cleop. ‘ab. (Hultsch, i. 234) ἡ Πτολεμαϊκὴ μνᾶ ἔχει ο(ὐγγ(γίας) ιη, (δραχμὰς) 
ppd... ἡ ovyyia ἔχει δραχμὰς 7. 
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Frs. 12-+13 15:2X 9-1 cm. Late second or early third cen- 
tury: Plate III (Frs. 1, 4-6, 15). 

These 60 fragments (originally about 70) of a lost historical work were found 
with 1611, 1619, &c.; cf.1619. int. They are mostly quite small, the longest 
containing less than 20 complete lines; but owing to frequent correspondences 
with Diodorus xi. 59 sqq. a large amount of restoration is possible, and about 
100 lines in all are intelligible. In at least 16 cases the context of the fragments 
can be established, and in spite of their unpromising appearance they constitute 
a valuable find, especially since they deal with events in the Pentecontaétia, 
which are for the most part outside the scope of Herodotus’ history, and are only 
briefly sketched by Thucydides. 

The handwriting is a handsome upright uncial approximating towards the 
biblical type, like 1234, 1865, and 1606, but more calligraphic than the first two. 
1012 and 1611 are also written in similar hands, but smaller. The date of the 
papyrus is not later than the early part of the third century and may go back to 
the latter part of the second, being approximately A.D. 200. There are no 
fection-marks except the common angular signs for filling up short lines, para- 
graphi, and high stops. Pauses are sometimes also indicated by blank spaces. 
The only correction is the deletion of the iota adscript of απεθνηϊσκον in 1. 104: 
elsewhere (Il. 105 and 198, but not in 1. 60?) iota adscript was generally written, 
and, so far as can be judged, the scribe was more careful than the average. The 
lines were short, ranging from 12-17 letters and usually consisting of 14 or 15. 
The height of the columns is uncertain. All the fragments come or may come 
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from the middles of columns, except where it is otherwise stated. There is no 
external evidence to show their order, and the chronology of the twenty years 
following the battle of Plataea is in many points uncertain. The arrangement of 
Frs. 1-16 in the text is based on the order of the corresponding passages in 
Diodorus, and admits of little doubt. That Frs. 1-5 preceded 6 is clear from the 
reference to a change of subject in 1. 37. 

Of the three groups into which Frs. 1-16 fall the first, containing Frs. 1-5 
(ll. 1-35; cf. Il. 36-7), is concerned with Themistocles. The most intelligible of 
them is Fr. 3, which comes from an estimate of his character and agrees very 
closely with a passage in Diod. xi. 59, no fewer than 13 consecutive words being 
identical ; cf. p. 102. In Frs. 2 and 4+5 the division of lines is uncertain, and 
the resemblances to Diodorus are less marked, especially in the second half of 
Frs. 4+ 5, which does not correspond at all; but the points of agreement with 
Diodorus (cf. 1]. 15-17 and 18 sqq., nn.) are sufficient to show that these frag- 
ments refer to other parts of the same chapter as Fr. 3, and are to be placed 
Fr. 2 shortly before Fr. 3, and Frs. 4+ 5 almost immediately after it. The small 
Frs. 26 and 38 also may belong to the character of Themistocles ; cf. ll. 192-4 
and 237-9,nn. Fr. 1, in which Themistocles is mentioned in 1. 7, presents 
greater difficulties, since not only are the ends of lines missing, but no direct 
parallelism to Diodorus is traceable. Probably 1]. 7 sqq. refer to the reception of 
Themistocles by Xerxes at the Persian court, which in Diodorus precedes the 
character of Themistocles, and the allusion in ]. 8 to the statements of of μέν is 
to be connected with the ancient discrepancies among historians as to both the 
reigning king (Artaxerxes according to Thucydides and Charon, Xerxes accord- 
ing to Ephorus, Dinon, and others), and the circumstances attending Themi- 
stocles’ arrival; cf. ll. 7-12, n. That our author, like Diodorus but unlike 
Plutarch, favoured views opposed to that of Thucydides is clear from his general 
support of Diodorus, especially with regard to the accession of Artaxerxes (Frs. 
15-16) ; but the influence of Thucydides’ language is apparent in Il. 11-12 and 
evident later in Fr. 6. It is also possible that Fr. 31 is to be connected with 
Thucydides’ and Diodorus’ accounts of the presents of land made by the Persian 
king to Themistocles (ll. 213-14, n.), and Frs. 18 and 41 with Diodorus’ account 
of the adventures of Themistocles in Petsia. Fr. 41 in that case comes shortly 
before Fr. 1 (ll. 246-8, n.), while Fr. 18, if the context has been rightly caught 
(11. 140-5, n.), may be placed between Frs. 1 and 2, preceding Fr. 31, if that 
fragment too refers to Themistocles. 

The second group, consisting of Frs. 6-14, is concerned with Cimon’s opera- 
tions in the Aegean and Southern Mediterranean against the Persians, which are 
summarized by Thuc. i. g8-100 and more fully treated by Diodorus and Plutarch. 

H2 
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The end of a digression (i.e. the excursus upon the career of Themistocles) is 
announced in Il. 36-7, and in 1. 37 a new section begins, just as in Diodorus, with 
the departure of the Greek fleet from Byzantium. This town had evidently 
already passed out of the possession of Pausanias according to our author, as is 
also implied by Diodorus and Plutarch, but not by Thucydides, whose indefinite- 
ness as to the date of Pausanias’ expulsion (i. 131), coupled with a statement in 
Justin ix. 1 that Pausanias held the city for seven years, has led to a controversy 
whether the transference of Byzantium to the Athenians took place in 476 or 
470B.C.; cf. Busolt, Griech. Gesch. iii. 964. 1610 supports the earlier date. Our 
author’s account of the capture of Eion on the Strymon is clearly borrowed with 
hardly any variation from Thucydides, Herodotus’ story of the heroic defence of 
the Persian governor being ignored. Diodorus here adds a sentence about the 
Athenian projects, which is probably his own invention (cf. p. 103); but his 
description of the capture of Eion is apart from some unnecessary verbiage 
equally brief, being somewhat closer to our author than to Thucydides and 
having the same general construction of the sentence (Il. 37-46, n.). Plutarch’s 
account, based on Herodotus, is much longer. 

The next event recorded is the capture of Scyros (1. 46), which is briefly 
mentioned by Thucydides and Diodorus. Our author, however, seems to have, 
like Plutarch, devoted much more space to this episode, which led to one of 
Cimon’s most popular exploits, the recovery of the bones of Theseus. After 1. 46 
Fr. 6 breaks off; but it is practically certain that Fr. 7, which mentions ‘king 
Lyco[medes]’, is from an account of the Theseus story introduced, as by Plutarch, 
in connexion with Cimon’s capture of Scyros (ll. 49-51, n.), and probably Fr. 35, 
which mentions the Pelasgians, is to be placed between Frs. 7 and 8. It is signi- 
ficant that Diodorus’ reference to the Pelasgians at Scyros is not only the sole 
mention of them in Book xi, but is also, except the mention of Byzantium, the one 
detail in his account of the operations at Eion and Scyros which is not ultimately 
traceable to Thucydides. 

After the capture of Scyros Thuc. i. 98. 3-4 proceeds to describe a war with 
Carystus in Euboea and the revolt of Naxos before coming to the twofold battle — 
of the Eurymedon by sea and land (i. 100. 1). Diodorus on the other hand, 
ignoring the first two events, but mentioning Cimon’s return to Athens in quest 
of reinforcements, narrates the operations in Caria which led up to a naval battle 
off the coast of Cyprus on the same day as the land-battle of the Eurymedon. 
The inherent improbability of Diodorus’ account of the double victory, especially 
on account of the distance of Cyprus from the Eurymedon and the night-attack, 
which is a favourite stratagem in Diodorus’ battles, has been generally recognized 
and ascribed to his use of Ephorus; cf. e.g. Busolt, iii. 146°. Our author’s 
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account evidently agreed closely with that of Diodorus, but probably narrated 
some events omitted by him; cf. Fr. 39 for a possible reference to the Euboean 
war. ΠῚ, 8 is with the exception of a couple of words and a difference of order 
identical with a passage in Diodorus’ description of the Carian operations, while 
Frs. 9 + 10.1+ 53, which narrate the sea-fight off Cyprus, are also couched in very 
similar language. The numbers of the ships on both sides taking part in the 
naval engagement agree exactly with the figures of Diodorus, the figure of the 
Persian ships being practically in accordance with that ascribed to Ephorus by 
Plutarch (350 Ephorus ; 340 1610 and Diodorus; Phanodemus’ figure, 600, is an 
obvious exaggeration) ; but the number of ships captured by Cimon is stated to 
have been 100, as in the metrical inscription which is quoted (no doubt from 
Ephorus) by Diodorus and is perhaps represented by Fr. 48 (cf. p. 102), and in 
Lycurgus and Aristodemus, whereas Diodorus himself gives the number as ‘ more 
than 100’, being perhaps influenced by the different figure mentioned by Thucy- 
dides (ll. 62-76, n.). A detail omitted by Diodorus, the capture of a Persian 
admiral, is recorded in ll. 75 sqq., and the remains of Fr. το. ii do not clearly 
correspond to any passage in Diodorus near this point, being too slight for certain 
reconstruction (cf. ll. 77-8, n. for a suggestion). Probably they belong to the 
early part of the description of the land-battle of the Eurymedon, and are to 
be placed not long before Fr. 11, which records the killing of the Persian general 
of the land-forces, Pherendates, in language practically identical with that of. 
Diodorus. ‘This coincidence is of great importance for deciding the question of 
the authorship of 1610, for from Plutarch it is known that Pherendates’ name 
occurred in Ephorus, from whom Diodorus: no doubt obtained it; cf. p. 106. 
Frs. 12 +13 continue the account of the land-battle, and since they constitute the 
longest connected piece, afford the best material for a comparison between our 
author and Diodorus. The general resemblance between them is very marked, 
ll. 94-101 presenting only trifling variants (cf. pp. 103-4); in 1]. το --τῷ 1610 gives 
the more precise details about the destruction of the Persians, while Diodorus 
enlarges upon the absence of the moon and its effects; cf. p.124. The small 
Fr. 14 probably came immediately after Frs. 12 +13 (1. 114 can even belong to 
11. 112 or 113), and describes one of Cimon’s tactics in the land-battle in terms 
similar to but not identical with those of Diodorus. Concerning the date of the 
battle of the Eurymedon, which has been ascribed to various years between 
470 and 465 B.C. (autumn of 468 Busolt), the papyrus gives no new information 
beyond its general support of Diodorus, who assigns the engagement to 470, but 
is very confused throughout the Pentecontaétia in adapting his authority, 
Ephorus, to his own chronological system (cf. p. 110). It is noteworthy that 1610 
agrees with Diodorus and Frontinus as to the locality of the two battles, while 
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Polyaenus, who has been sometimes supposed to represent Ephorus on this point 
more exactly than Diodorus (Busolt, ὦ. c.), inverts the scene, ascribing the land- 
battle to Cyprus, the sea-fight to the Eurymedon (ll. 62-76,n.). The battle of 
the Eurymedon tended in ancient times to become confused with Cimon’s later 
operations at Cyprus in connexion with the Egyptian expedition, and all details 
of later historians concerning it which are inconsistent with the statements of 
Thucydides are usually rejected. The small Fr. 48, if it belongs to the inscrip- 
tion about Cimon’s victories which is quoted by Diodorus, is to be placed after 
Fr. 14 (ll. 267-9, n.), and Fr. 28 also perhaps refers to the land-battle of the 
Eurymedon, coming shortly before Fr. 11 (ll. 200-2, n.). 

After the battle of the Eurymedon Diodorus: (xi. 63-8) proceeds to narrate 
first the revolt of the Helots and Messenians from Sparta, secondly the war 
between Argos and Mycenae, and then turns to Sicilian affairs before reverting 
to Persian. The corresponding portion of 1610 is missing, unless Fr. 43 refers to 
the revolt of the Helots (Il. 252-4, n.), and Fr. 41 to the Argive-Mycenean war - 
(Il. 246-8, n.). 

The third section of the papyrus consists of Frs. 15 and 16, which both refer 
to Persian affairs. Fr. 16, which relates to the plot of Artabanus to kill Xerxes 
and seize the throne, is almost verbally identical with Diodorus. The context of 
Fr. 15, which mentions Artaxerxes, is not quite certain owing to the incomplete- 
ness of the lines ; but most probably this fragment too is concerned with the plot 
of Artabanus, and immediately preceded Fr. 16, affording apparent points of 
contact with both Diodorus and Justin (ll. 119 sqq., n.). 

With regard to Frs. 17-62, Fr. 53 has been assigned to ll. 67-9 (p. 101), and 
the most likely positions for Frs. 26 (p. 99), 35 (p. 100), and 48 (p. 102) have been 
indicated, while suggestions have also been made for the possible context of 
Frs. 18 (p. 99), 28 (p. 102), 31 (p. 99), 38 (p. 99), 39 (Ρ. 101), 41 (p. 99), 
and 43 (p. 102). Fr. 17 seems to belong to a geographical description 
of some place in connexion with a battle, being comparable e.g. to Diodorus’ 
description of Plataea, but referring to a different place (Il. 134-9, n.). The 
remaining fragments contain hardly any complete words, and no more instances 
of a clear correspondence with Diodorus have been detected. 

The relation of our author to Diodorus will be made clearer by the following 
table of agreements and contrasts. 

(1) Exact correspondences of 1610 with Diodorus. 11. 18-22 (ἐκεῖνον μὲν ὑπὸ 
τῆς πόλεως ἠτιμασμένον THY δὲ πόλιν διὰ τὰς ἐκείνου πράξεις) ; 30-1 (χαλεπωτάτην ... 
πρὸς ἐκεῖνον) ; 56-61 (παραθαλαττίων... πόλεων ὅσαι μὲν ἐκ τῆς Ἑλλάδος ἦσαν 
ἀπφκισμέναι παραχρῆμα συνέπεισε, with a slight alteration in the order; τ. 227.); 
63-9 (rol τῶν Περσῶν orddoly περὶ [τὴν Κύπρον]... [διακοσίϊαις πειϊτήκοντα πἸρ[ὸς] 
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τριακοσίας κ]αὶ τετταράκοντα] with slight variations in the order; v. zzf.); 84-8 


(τὸν μὲ]ν στρατηγὸν. 


εν [Φερενδάτη!ν ἀδελ[φιδοῦν).. 


. τοῦ βασιλέως ἐν τῇ] σκηνῇ) ; 


94-8 (ἀπὸ τῆς ἠπείρου τὴν... τῶν πολεμίων πρὸς τὰς ναῦς); 267-9 (perhaps from 
a metrical inscription of 8 lines quoted by Diodorus ; cf. p. 102). 
(2) Jnexact correspondences with Diodorus (additions of Diodorus other than 


verbal changes are in round brackets). 


Line. 1610. 

16-17 τίς] δὲ τοσούτοιϊς διὰ τ]ῶν ἔργωϊν 

22-5 τῆς μεγίστης τιμῆς ὑπὸ τῶν “Ἑλλήνων 
ἀξιωθεῖσαν 

27-9 σοἸφ[ωτάτην καὶ δικαι]οτάϊτην ..... 
. οἸτα[τ]η}»] κ[αὶ 

30 Ἰγενομένη]ν 

37 - - -| παρεξ[έβ]ημεν 

37-46 ᾿Αθηναῖοι δὲ Κίμωνος τοῦ Μιλτιάδου 
στρατηγοῦντος ἐκπλεύσαντες ἐκ Βυζαντίου 
μετὰ τῶν συμμάχων Hidva τὴν ἐπὶ Στρυ- 
μόνι Περσῶν ἔχοντων εἷλον καὶ [Σκθρο]ν, 
ἣν νῆσον ... 


58-60 ἐκ τῆς “Ἑλλάδος ἦσαν ἀπῳκισμέναι 

63-6 τὸ]ν τῶν Περσῶν στόλο]ν περὶ [τὴν 
Κύπρον συ]ντετά[χθαι]) 

66--" διακοσί]αις πευϊτήκοντα] 

69-75 παραταχθείσας δὲ πολὺν χρόνον 
πολλὰς μὲν τῶν κινδυνευουσῶν βαρβαρι- 
κῶν νέων διέφθειρεν ἑκατὸν δ᾽ αὐτοῖς ἀν- 
δράσιν εἷλε 


85 αὐτῶν 


Diodorus. 
τίς δὲ τοῖς Epyols .. . τοσούτοις 
ἐπαιρομένην 


Lk 
σοφωτάτην καὶ ἐπιεικεστάτην 


γεγενημένην 

πεπλεονάκαμεν παρεκβάντες 

᾿Αθηναῖοι στρατηγὸν ἑλόμενοι Κίμωνα 
τὸν Μ. (καὶ δύναμιν ἀξιόλογον παραδόντες 
ἐξέπεμψαν ἐπὶ τὴν παράλιον τῆς ᾿Ασίας 
βοηθήσοντα μὲν ταῖς συμμαχούσαις πόλεσιν, 
ἐλευθερώσοντα δὲ τὰς Περσικαῖς ἔτι φρου- 
ραῖς κατεχομένας.) οὗτος δὲ παραλαβὼν τὸν 
στόλον ἐν Βυζαντίῳ καὶ (so Reiske ; καὶ ἐν 
Βυζ. Μ55. ; καὶ ἐκ Bu¢. is suggested by 
the parallel in 1610) καταπλεύσας ἐπὶ 
πόλιν τὴν ὀνομαζομένην ᾿Ηιόνα, ταύτην μὲν 
Περσῶν κατεχόντων ἐχειρώσατο, Σκῦρον δὲ 
Πελασγῶν ἐνοικούντων καὶ Δολόπων ἐξε- 
πολιόρκησε καὶ κτίστην ᾿Αθηναῖον κατα- 
στήσας κατεκληρούχησε τὴν χώραν. 

ἦσαν ἐκ τῆς EAA. ἀπῳκ. ταύτας 

τὸν στόλ. τῶν IL. διατρίβειν περὶ τὴν Κ. 


διακ. καὶ πεντήκ. ναυσὶ 

γενομένου δ᾽ ἀγῶνος ἰσχυροῦ (καὶ τῶν 
στόλων ἀμφοτέρων λαμπρῶς ἀγωνιζομένων 
τὸ τελευταῖον ἐνίκων οἱ ᾿Αθηναῖοι καὶ) 
πολλὰς μὲν τῶν ἐναντίων ναῦς διέφθειραν, 
(πλείους) δὲ τῶν ἑκατὸν σὺν αὐτοῖς τοῖς 
ἀνδράσι εἷλον 

τῶν βαρβάρων (τὸν ἕτερον) 


ΤΟῸ4 


93 ἐχθροὶ ?| διετέλουν ὄἸντες 

94 [@alre νομίζοντες 

96 ἔφοδον αὐτοῖς γεγονέναι 

g8-101 ἔφευγον ὑπολαμβάνοντες εἶναι φι- 
λίας 

IOI-12 οὗ δὴ πολλοὶ μὲν ὑπὸ τῶν κατα- 
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τὰ πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἀλλοτρίως ἔχοντας (Ὁ) 
διὸ καὶ νομίσαντες 

> x a 

ἐπιφοραν εἰναι 

ὡς πρὸς φιλίας ἔφευγον 


a Ri \ 
τῆς δὲ νυκτὸς (οὔσης ἀσελήνου καὶ σκο- 


a o $ . 
λειφθέντων ἐκεῖ φυλάκων ἀπέθνῃσκον ἐν τεινῆς) συνέβαινε τὴν ἄγνοιαν πολὺ μᾶλλον 


lad a i ’ 
τῇ νυκτί, πολλοὶ δὲ ζῶντες ἡλίσκοντο αὔξεσθαι καὶ μηδένα τἀληθὲς δύνασθαι 


ae a A , x 
περιπίπτοντες τοῖς Βλλησιν διὰ τὴν ἀπο- ἰδεῖν. διὸ καὶ πολλοῦ φόνου γενομένου διὰ 


ρίαν ὅπου τράποιντο καὶ τὸν [ἐ]ξαίφνης). τὴν ἀταξίαν τῶν βαρβάρων 
αὐτοῖς ἐϊπιπεσόντα poBlov 
114-18 restoration uncertain 


124-6 αὐτὸς καταϊσχεῖν την βασιλείαν 


Cf. ll. 114-16, n. 

expivev... τὴν Bac. εἰς ἑαυτὸν μεταστῆσαι 
Γ , 

ἰβουλόμ]ενος 

ἀνακοινωσάμενος δὲ τὴν ἐπιβουλὴν πρὸς 


128-32 ἀνεϊκοινοῦϊτο τὴν ....|. Ww πρὸς 


a , CoS a 
[rov εὐνοῦχον] Μιθριδάτην  καταΐκοιμι-Ὠ Μ. τὸν εὖν. ὃς ἦν κατακοιμιστὴς τοῦ Bac. 


ἱστὴν τοῦ βασιλέως 


(3) Omissions in Diodorus. \\. 7-14 (different accounts of Themistocles’ 
reception by Xerxes); 15, 25-6, and 32—5 (senténces in the estimate of Themis- 
tocles); 47-51 and 228-30? (the episode of Cimon’s recovery of the bones of 
Theseus); 57 (καλουμένων) ; 75-6 (capture of a Persian admiral); 87 (ὄντα) ; 
119-22 and 125-7 (details of the plot of Artabanus). Besides these ll. 1-7, 
52-5, 77-83, 111-13, and 134—9, all of which are incomplete and obscure, seem to 
belong to passages not corresponding to anything in Diodorus, as is also the case 
with many of the minor fragments, , 

Where 1610 and Diodorus agree as to the sense, but express themselves 
differently, sometimes one, sometimes the other is longer; but on the whole 
Diodorus in the chapters covered by 1610 is distinctly the shorter of the two, 
details and even whole episodes which occur in 1610 being absent in his work. 
We postpone the discussion of the few passages in which he is fuller than 1610, 
until the question of the authorship of the papyrus has been decided (cf. p. 111); 
for the present it is sufficient to point out that none of Diodorus’ additional 
sentences or phrases contains anything striking or implies any real divergence 
from 1610, except perhaps in 1. 74 (πλείους τῶν ἑκατόν for 1610's ἑκατόν with regard 
to the number of ships captured by Cimon off Cyprus). Beside the conspicuous 
points of agreement the differences between 1610 and Diodorus, apart from his 
omissions, in any case appear trivial. 

The remarkably close resemblance between our author and Diodorus must 


1610. EPHORUS, XII (OR X1) 105 


be explained in one of three ways. Either one of the two writers was copying 
the other, or they derived their common information from the same source, i.e. 
from the historian who is now always supposed to underlie Diodorus’ account of 
the Pentecontaétia, Ephorus. Between these alternatives the choice admits in 
our opinion of hardly any doubt. The agreements between 1610 and Diodorus, 
which sometimes amount to the identity of a whole sentence and extend over not 
only the narrative but moral reflexions upon the character of individuals, are too 
marked to be explained satisfactorily by the hypothesis of a common source; 
and there is no historian among Ephorus’ contemporaries and successors who has 
any particular claim to be regarded as the author of 1610. Theopompus, apart 
from the great antecedent improbability that he would slavishly copy Ephorus 
(or Ephorus him), dealt with the Pentecontaétia in an excursus upon Athenian 
demagogues in Book x of the Φιλιππικά (Fr. go Grenfell-Hunt), whereas 1610 has 
all the appearance of belonging to a comprehensive history of Greece. The 
detailed description of the plot of Artabanus (Frs. 15-16), which is probably in 
part derived from Ctesias (Il. 119 sqq., n.), does not at all suggest an ᾿Ατθίς, and 
Phanodemus at any rate is excluded by his divergence from 1610 as to the size 
of the Persian fleet in the sea-fight off the Eurymedon or Cyprus (Il. 62-76, n.). 
Callisthenes—apart from the fact that his histories primarily dealt with the fourth 
century B.C.—is excluded by his disagreement with 1610 on the subject of the 
name of the Persian general of the land-forces in the battle of the Eurymedon 
(ll. 84-8, n.). Of the historians (other than Ephorus), who according to Plut. 
Themist. 27 (cf. ll. 7-12, n.) represented Themistocles asa suppliant to Xerxes, 
like 1610, Dinon and Heraclides wrote histories of Persia, not of Greece, 
Clitarchus an account of Alexander’s Asiatic campaigns. Cratippus, whose 
claims required to be considered in connexion with the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia 
(842), wrote a continuation of Thucydides. 1610 might conceivably be the work 
of another historian of about the age of Diodorus, following Ephorus with equal 
fidelity; but it is much more likely that the agreements between 1610 and 
Diodorus are due to the circumstance that one work was the immediate authority 
for the other. 

The hypothesis that 1610 is based upon Diodorus may safely be dismissed. 
The papyrus was written only about two centuries after him, and the view that 
it represents the work of a historian of the Roman period, who was copying 
Diodorus, is open to several objections. Of Diodorus himself there are no extant 
papyri and Plutarch is equally unrepresented. The circulation in Egypt of the 
works of the later Greek historians was evidently rather limited, and about 
A.D. 200 people still preferred the more famous writers (cf. p. 110). The partial 
survival of Diodorus, who is never cited by heathen writers, though the title of 
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his history was known to Pliny, is due to the circumstance that his work happened 
to suit the Christians (Schwartz in Pauly-Wissowa, Realencyel. v. 664); and to 
suppose that he served as the main authority for another and still more 
elaborate history of Greece composed not later than A.D. 150 is to attribute to 
him an importance to which he has no claim. 12, a historical composition of the 
Roman period in Egypt, illustrates the kind of synchronistic Graeco-Roman 
annals which were utilized by Diodorus (cf. Schwartz, op. czt. v. 665), but bears 
no resemblance to 1610. A survey of the differences between our authors and 
Diodorus’ accounts of the same events (cf. pp. 102-4) is distinctly unfavourable 
to the hypothesis that 1610 is the later of the two. Thus in narrating the 
capture of Scyros our author is much more detailed, describing incidents which 
are ignored by Thucydides and Diodorus, but not by Plutarch. The new details 
in 1610 concerning the sea and land battles near the Eurymedon, though perhaps 
of no great historical value, at any rate indicate a serious historian of a higher 
calibre and distinctly better informed than Diodorus. There is every reason to 
suppose that our author was earlier, not later, than Diodorus, and the way is now 
clear fora discussion of the remaining hypothesis, that Diodorus was copying our 
author, who is no other than Ephorus himself. 

The identification of our author with Ephorus is supported by many con- 
siderations, (1) Ephorus was a well-known and’ popular writer, extensively used 
by writers of the Roman period, so that his works would be expected to turn up 
in Egypt. 

(2) The most important argument of all is that 1610 coincides with Ephorus 
and Diodorus both as to the visit of Themistocles to Xerxes, not Artaxerxes 
(cf. p. 99), and the name of the Persian general Pherendates (ll. 84-8, n.), while 
1610’s and Diodorus’ figure (340) of the ships in the Persian fleet in the sea-battle 
off Cyprus is practically identical with the figure (350) ascribed to Ephorus 
(ll. 62-76, n.). The slight difference may well be due either to a corruption in 
the MSS. of Plutarch (v for μ), or to a rounding-off of Ephorus’ figure by that 
writer. These three are the only extant pieces of direct evidence concerning 
Ephorus’ narrative of the events covered by the papyrus, and the coincidence 
with regard to Pherendates, whose name is a certain restoration in 1. 86, is 
particularly weighty. 

(3) The close relationship between 1610 and Diodorus, though this resem- 
blance often extends beyond the point which with the scanty available evidence 
could hitherto be proved as regards Ephorus and Diodorus, is in the main such 
as has been generally considered to exist between those two historians ; cf. pp. 105 
and 111-2 and Schwartz, op. cit. v. 679. 

(4) The general relation of 1610 to Plutarch, who has been thought (e. g. by 
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Busolt) to have followed other historians, e.g. Theopompus, Heraclides, and 
Callisthenes, more than Ephorus in dealing with the Pentecontaétia, is also quite 
in keeping with what would be expected to be found in Ephorus. Particular 
statements of Plutarch with regard to Ephorus are verified (all three pieces 
of evidence discussed in (2) are obtained from Plutarch); but as a rule Plutarch 
preferred a different authority, though his account of Cimon’s recovery of the 
bones of Theseus may have been obtained from 1610 (ll. 49-51, n.). 

(5) The traces of connexion between 1610 and (1) Justin (ll. 119 sqq., n.), 
who certainly used Ephorus, (2) Polyaenus, (3) Frontinus (ll. 62-76, n.), and 
(4) Aristodemus (ll. 7-12, 62-76, nn.), are such as would be expected to occur, if 
Ephorus is the author. 

(6) The account of the capture of Eion in 1610 (ll. 37-46, n.) is borrowed 
straight from Thucydides, whom Ephorus is supposed to have used. Elsewhere 
he differs conspicuously from Thucydides, as was known, with regard to two 
incidents which occur in 1610, the appeal of Themistocles to Xerxes and the sea- 
fight off Cyprus (Il. 7-12 and 62-76, nn.), an apparent indirect allusion being 
made to Thucydides’ account of the former incident. 

(7) The arrangement of the narrative in 1610, in which events are evidently 
grouped not annalistically as in Thucydides, but rather according to subject, is in 
accordance with the definite statement of Diodorus v. 1 concerning the arrange- 
ment adopted by Ephorus (κατὰ γένος : cf. p. 110). 

(8) The disposition of our author to digress and moralize, which is illustrated 
by his excursus upon Themistocles, is quite in harmony with Polybius’ reference 
(xii. 28) to Ephorus’ fondness for παρεκβάσεις and γνωμολογίαι. 

(9) The interest shown by our author in antiquarian lore, exemplified by 
the excursus on Theseus (p. 100), accords very well with Ephorus’ known interest 
in that subject (cf. Schwartz, of. οί. vi. 13). 

(10) The prominence of the Athenians in 1610 is in keeping with the 
supposed sympathies of Ephorus (cf. Schwartz, of. cit. vi. 14), though these have 
been disputed (cf. Walker, Hed/. Oxy. 107). 

(11) The historical arguments are to some extent reinforced by linguistic 
evidence, for there is a general similarity of style between 1610 and the extant 
fragments of Ephorus. Actual quotations of his words are very few, but there 
are occasional agreements in them with 1610 in points of diction (cf, ll. 26, 94-9, 
102-4, 114-16, nn.), though these are not very striking. The careful avoidance 
of hiatus (cf. ll. 59-60), the monotonous frequency of antitheses, and a decided 
tendency to verbosity, especially in the reflexions upon Themistocles, accord very 
fairly with the judgements of ancient critics upon Ephorus’ style; cf. Cicero, 
Flortens. Fr.12 quid... Ephoro mitius inveniri potest?; Brut. 204 lentssimum 
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Ephori ingenium ; Dio Chrys. xviii, p. 283 "Eqopos δὲ πολλὴν μὲν ἱστορίαν παρα- 
δίδωσιν, τὸ δὲ ὕπτιον καὶ ἀνειμένον τῆς ἀπαγγελίας σοι οὐκ ἐπιτήδειον. The digression 
on Themistocles, if, as is practically certain, the whole of Diod. xi. 58. 4-59 was 
taken with very little change from our author, contains somewhat more rhetoric 
than would be expected to appear in Ephorus, and is nearer to Frs. 217 and 283 
(Grenfell-Hunt) of Theopompus, which also have a series of rhetorical questions, 
than to anything in Ephorus’ extant fragments. But for reasons which have 
been given (p. 105) Theopompus is quite unsuitable as the author of 1610, and in 
spite of the well-known saying of Isocrates about his two illustrious pupils that 
Ephorus required the spur, Theopompus the bit, the two disciples of that master 
probably had many rhetorical devices in common. . 

Our conclusion therefore is that at last there is a papyrus which, especially 
in view of its coincidences with fragments of Ephorus, and its close agreements 
with Diodorus, can be ascribed to Ephorus with overwhelming probability. 

The books of Ephorus’ ‘Ioropfa: which dealt with the period round that 
which is covered by 1610 were x-xiii; cf. Schwartz, of. cit. vi. 5. Fr. 107 (Miiller) 
from Book x is concerned with Miltiades at Paros and belongs to the interval 
between Marathon and Salamis. A fragment from Schol. Aristid. p. 515. 22 
(Muller, FHG. iv. 642) refers to the fine of 50 talents imposed on Miltiades 
and paid by Cimon when a young man (Plut. Cimon 4), i.e. before the events 
recorded in 1610. The scholiast gives as his source Ἔφορος ἐν τῇ πρώτῃ, which is 
usually corrected to ἑνδεκάτῃ. There is also a difficulty about the number of the 
book in Eph. Fr. 109 ; for his discussion of various opinions upon the causes of 
the rise of the Nile is ascribed by most MSS. of Theo Progymn. to Book xi, but 
one MS. has ἐν τῇ πέμπτῃ in the margin, and Joannes Lydus, in referring to the 
same discussion, attributes it τῇ πρώτῃ, which has been usually corrected, as in 
the other case, to ἑνδεκάτῃ. Miiller accepts πέμπτῃ as right on the reasonable, 
and in our opinion sufficient ground that Book v was geographical and is 
known to have been concerned with Asia and Libya ; but Schwartz (/. ς.) accepts 
ἑνδεκάτῃ, suggesting (what does not seem very probable) that an excursus on 
Egypt may have occurred in connexion with the revolt of Inarus, which is 
narrated by Diodorus in the chapters immediately following those corresponding 
to Frs. 15-16 of 1610. After Fr. 109 there is no fragment of Ephorus which can 
be assigned with certainty to a particular event and book until Fr. 126 from 
Book xvii is reached. This records the death of Alcibiades and corresponds 
to Diod, xiv. 11. Fr. 110, however, a mention of a Sicilian island Τυχία in 
Book xii, is doubtfully connected by Schwartz (1 2) with the expulsion of 
Thrasybulus from Syracuse in about 466 B.C. (Diod. xi. 68), and Fr. 124, a 
mention of "Evreda in Sicily in Book xvi, is thought by him to refer probably 
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to the early history of Dionysius (cf. Diod. xiv. 9). It is therefore not clear to 
which book 1610 belonged ; but evidently xi or xii is the most suitable. 

The new discovery in any case adds fresh fuel to the controversy concerning 
the authorship of two other papyri from the same site, the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia 
(842) and a fragment concerning the Orthagoridae in Sicyon (1865), In our first 
edition of 842 we discussed the claims of Ephorus, Theopompus, and Cratippus 
to be regarded as the author, and eventually decided doubtfully in favour of 
Theopompus, a hypothesis which was advocated by E. Meyer and found con- 
siderable favour in Germany, but very little in this country. The claims of 
Cratippus were formerly advocated by Walker (Kio viii. 356-71) and are still 
supported by the latest editor of the Ae/l. Oxry., J. H. Lipsius. The case for 
Ephorus has been well stated by Judeich (Rhein. Mus. 1911. 94-139), and more 
fully by Walker (Hell. Oxy. 1912), whose able advocacy has gained many 
adherents. With regard to 1865 our view that Ephorus (or Aristotle ?) might be 
the author has been disputed by M. Lenchantin de Gubernatis (Azti Acc. Torino, 
li. 290-305), on the ground that the oracle mentioned by Diodorus referred to 
Andreas himself, implying that he was to be the first tyrant, whereas 1365 states 
that Andreas’ son Orthagoras was the first tyrant. This objection, however, 
does not seem to us insuperable, for Diodorus’ words are ὅτι Σικυωνίοις ἔχρησεν ἣ 
Πυθία ἑκατὸν ἔτη μαστιγονομήθεσθαι αὐτούς. ἐπερωτησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν tis ὁ ταῦτα 
ποιήσων πάλιν ἀπεκρίθη ᾧ ἂν καταπλεύσαντες πρώτῳ γεγενημένον υἱὸν. ἀκούσωσιν .. ., 
which points to the vids (Orthagoras) as the important person. 

The authorship of 842 is too large a question to be adequately rediscussed 
here, but the main bearings of the new find upon the problem, assuming that we 
are right in attributing 1610 to Ephorus, may be indicated. Firstly, the agree- 
ments between 842 and Diodorus, which could only be explained by his direct 
or indirect use of the author of 842, and which constituted the most solid 
argument in favour of the view that Ephorus was the writer in question (cf. Part v. 
125-7; Walker, of. cét. 50 sqq.), are less marked indeed than the correspondences 
of 1610 with Diodorus in Frs. 3, 8-11, 16, but are on much the same level as 
those in Frs. 4-6, 12+13,15. Secondly, the relation of 842 to Plutarch and 
Justin is similar to that of 1610 to those authors. In both papyri the connexion 
with Plutarch is slight, but their influence upon Justin is traceable. Thirdly, 
the scale of the history in the two papyri is not dissimilar, when allowances are 
made for the comparative paucity of evidence for the more ancient period. 1610, 
though its account of the capture of Eion reproduces the brevity of Thucydides, 
not the details of Herodotus (cf. ll. 37-46, n.), was evidently on a large scale, 
being even more detailed than Diodorus, so far as can be judged. Hence the 
discovery of 1610 goes some way to remove the supposed difficulty (cf. Part v, 
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Z.c.,and in answer to it Walker, op. οἷ. 32 sqq.) that Ephorus’ history was less 
detailed than 842. Fourthly, while in 842 the narrative was arranged chrono- 
logically in the style of Thucydides, in 1610 the arrangement bears no sign of 
being annalistic, and was evidently to a large extent according to subject ; 
cf. p. 1c7. Here 1610 rather damages the position of Judeich, who (of. céz. 110) 
minimized one of the chief difficulties in the attribution of 842 to Ephorus, the 
fact that according to Diodorus v. 1 Ephorus’ history was arranged κατὰ γένος, 
and maintained that Ephorus did write more or less annalistically. Walker's 
position, on the other hand, is less affected, for he had acutely divined (of. cz¢. 30-1) 
from Diodorus’ account of the Pentecontaétia that Ephorus’ account of it was 
arranged according to subject, not annalistically, just as in fact 1610 shows it to 
have been with regard to two of the three incidents selected by Walker as 
evidence (Themistocles in Persia, and Cimon’s operations up to the battle of the 
Eurymedon). This divergence, however, between 1610 and 842 (which belongs 
to Book xviii, if it is by Ephorus) remains something of a difficulty in spite 
of Walker’s arguments (οὐ. ce¢. 32 sqq.) for the view that in the later books of 
Ephorus greater respect was paid to the annalistic method. Fifthly, speeches 
in the style of Thucydides do not occur in either papyrus, but each of them has 
at least one excursus (842 on the Boeotian constitution, 1610 on Themistocles ; 
that in 842. x on the character of an individual is too incomplete to be at all 
intelligible). Lastly, there are rather more agreements in diction between 
1610 and 842 (cf. 15-17, 56-61, 73-4, 94-9, IOI, IO4, 121, 123, nn.) than 
between 1610 and the extant fragments of Ephorus (cf. p. 107), which owing to 
the length of 842 is not surprising, and the general style of 842 is not unlike 
that of 1610. 

With regard to 1365, the circumstance that the parallel account in a frag- 
ment of Diodorus breaks off just before the point at which the papyrus begins 
prevents us from knowing the extent of their resemblance ; but they combine in 
most respects remarkably well. The fondness for the genitive absolute and the- 
repetition of the article with an adjective placed after a substantive, which were 
noted (Part xi. 107) as characteristics of 1865, do not appear in 1610, but the 
general style is not at all dissimilar. The wide range of the library to which 1610 
belonged and, to a less extent, that of the library containing 842 (1865 was found 
with only a couple of Homeric fragments) render us unwilling to lay much 
stress on the circumstance that all three papyri, which are approximately con- 
temporaneous, come from the same site. In about A.D. 200 copies of most of 
the Greek authors of the first rank and many of the second and third were 
probably still in circulation at Oxyrhynchus, But the historian who would be 
expected to come next in popularity to Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon 
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is Ephorus, not Theopompus, whose works had already begun to perish in 
Diodorus’ time (Theop. Fr. 28 Grenfell-Hunt, βύβλους ὀκτὼ πρὸς ταῖς πεντήκοντα 
ἐξ ὧν πέντε διαφωνοῦσιν) ; and if, as we are rather disposed to infer from the joint 
connexion with Diodorus, 842, 1865, and 1610 are the work of one author, he is 
certainly Ephorus. 

To summarize the chief points of value in 1610 from the point of view of our 
identification of its author with Ephorus, (1) the most important is that it enables 
us to realize for the first time at all adequately the debt of Diodorus, particularly 
in Book xi, to that author. That the younger historian was under great 
obligations to the older has long been supposed, but, since Diodorus also used 
various other authors, the extent and method of his use of Ephorus, whose name 
he rarely mentions, had nearly always to be guessed rather than proved. That 
he sometimes incorporated whole sentences or even chapters with little or no 
change, at other times merely paraphrased or abbreviated his main authority, 
compressing some details and omitting some episodes altogether, but adding, so 
far as 1610 goes (cf. pp. 102-4), hardly anything of his own, is not only new 
but very valuable information. Where Diodorus is perceptibly longer than or 
different from Ephorus in 1610, the new matter is probably in the main an 
amplification introduced for the sake of variety (ll. 37-46, 101-10) or a mere 
rhetorical exaggeration (ll. 69-75), though in regard to the latter passage some 
of Diodorus’ variations may be due to deference for Thucydides (Il. 62-76, n.). 
It is particularly instructive that Diodorus’ account of the twofold battle of the 
Eurymedon, which is just one of the cases where his precise relation to Ephorus 
was most in doubt owing to the divergent evidence of Polyaenus (ll. 62-76, n.), 
proves to be on the whole a very faithful reproduction of the older historian, and 
that a digression such as that in Diod. xi. 58. 4-59 on Themistocles 15. now 
shown to have been borrowed almost verbally from Ephorus. Evidently 
Diodorus was a writer of very slight originality, and a future editor of Ephorus’ 
fragments will be able to include most of Diod. xi with confidence. .His debt 
to Ephorus in that book is almost as great as are his obligations to Agatharchides 
in iii. 12-48, where a comparison of Diodorus with the excerpts of Agatharchides 
Περὶ τῆς ἐρυθρᾶς θαλάσσης preserved by Photius shows that everything in Diodorus 
down to the most minute details is borrowed from the older writer. Theopompus 
on the other hand, so far as the Pentecontaétia is concerned, does not seem to have 
been utilized to any serious extent by Diodorus. The effect of 1610 upon 
the criticism of other books of Diodorus, especially xii—xv, is also likely to be 
considerable, but the discussion of these falls outside our present scope. It is 
clear, however, that much of Diodorus’ work, which could be ignored, so long 
as his statements were regarded as merely those of a writer of the Augustan 
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age, will henceforth have to be treated with the respect due to the celebrated 
fourth century B. Cc. historian whom he was to a large extent copying. 

(2) There is now much more material for estimating the scale of Ephorus’ 
history of the fifth century B.C. Diodorus seems to have incorporated most of 
the essential parts, but by no means all the details and digressions, and Ephorus, 
as is shown by the account of the land-battle of the Eurymedon and the plot of 
Artabanus, evidently wrote at very considerable length, though his account 
of the capture of Eion ignores the material available from Herodotus, and the 
sea-fight off Cyprus is described in a few lines. His system in dealing with the 
Pentecontaétia was to group events by subjects, not by definite years, an 
arrangement which led Diodorus into great confusion about the chronology of 
this period. But in dealing with the fourth century B.C., which occupied the 
second half of Ephorus’ ἱστορίαι, he may have employed a different method. 

(3) With regard to the sources of Ephorus, 1610 exhibits one clear case of 
direct borrowing from Thucydides (ll. 37-46, n.), and an apparent reference to 
him in an allusion to authorities vaguely described as οἱ μέν (1. ὃ, n.); but in 
other respects 1610 comes into marked conflict with him; cf. p.107. Herodotus 
is not utilized in connexion with the capture of Eion, and Frs. 15-16 do not 
display any verbal connexion with the Περσικά of Ctesias, though Diodorus’ 
language in a passage in this context betrays a use of that author ; cf. ll. 119 sqq., n. 


There is now more reason than ever to suppose that the metrical inscription 


upon Cimon’s victories was quoted by Diodorus from Ephorus (ll. 267-9, n.). 

(4) Of later writers, other than Diodorus, who dealt with the Pentecontaétia, 
Plutarch kept Ephorus’ history in view, but preferred to follow other authorities, 
while echoes of Ephorus are found in Justin, Aristodemus, Polyaenus, and 
Frontinus (p. 107). 

(5) For Ephorus’ style the evidence is still scanty, and it is difficult to judge 
it fairly from fragments so discontinuous and brief as those in 1610. But it does 
not seem to have been much better than that of Diodorus, the leading charac- 
teristics of it being easiness, verbosity, and tameness, with a tendency to 
break into rhetoric (cf. pp. 107-8). 

(6) The discovery of 1610 affects many points in the controversy concerning 
the authorship of 842, and to a less extent that of 1865. On the whole it rather 
supports the attribution of 842 to Ephorus, since it tends to remove the difficulty 
caused by the elaborate scale of that work, and reinforces the most solid 
argument for ascribing it to Ephorus, the evident traces of connexion between 
842 and Diodorus. In the light of 1610 it is increasingly difficult to explain 
those agreements with Diodorus from the point of view that 842 is the work of 
Theopompus or Cratippus. On the other hand the resemblances between 1610 
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and Diodorus often reach far beyond the point attained by 842, and the principal 
obstacle to the attribution of 842 to Ephorus remains in a somewhat accentuated 
form, the strictly chronological system imitated from Thucydides, which is found 
in 842, as contrasted with Ephorus’ arrangement according to subject, which is 
well illustrated by 1610. With regard to 1865 there is less evidence for the 
extent of its resemblance to Diodorus, but the hypothesis that it came from an 
early book of Ephorus still remains attractive. 

Ephorus, in spite of his celebrity and wealth of new information not to be 
found in Herodotus, Thucydides, or Xenophon, was not a great historian, and to 
judge by 1610 it may be doubted whether in his treatment of the fifth century 8. C., 
which brought him into frequent conflict with Thucydides, many of the novelties 
were of real historical value. The servility of Diodorus, who, as it now appears, 
followed Ephorus almost blindly through that period, and was practically 
incapable of original composition, has probably prevented us from losing very 
much when Books x—xv of the older historian perished. With his history of the 
fourth century B.C. the case is different. Here Ephorus is likely to have been as 
well informed as Xenophon, Theopompus, or any other, and if he was the author 
of the account of Agesilaus’ and Conon’s campaigns and the excursus on the 
Boeotian constitution in 842, his merits were by no means inconsiderable. Even 
with regard to quite early Greek history he was sometimes, if 1865 is from his 
work, distinctly independent of Herodotus and rather valuable. 

It is in any case satisfactory that with the recovery of these fragments of 
Ephorus’ history of the Pentecontaétia the ‘higher criticism’ of Diodorus not 
only can point henceforth to several substantial verifications of the methods of 
modern research in ancient history, but enters a new phase. 
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ΠΌΤ Ον π|..--:- Ἰων 


Gol. i: 


90 | 


Frs. 12 +13. 
(ΟἹ. 1. 


[- .] διετελίουν olyres: 
[wa|re νομιζοντες ἃ 
95 πο τῆς ηπειρ[ου] THY 
εφοδον αὐυτίοις γεγο 
vevat τῶν πίο]λεμι 
ὧν προς Tals] ναυΐς] ε 
φευγον υποϊλ]αμβα 
100 vovTes αὑτοις εἰ[ν]αι 
φιλιας ov dn πἰοῖλλοι 
μὲν ὑπὸ τὼν κατα 
λειῴθεντων εκει 
φυλάκων. απεθνή[ || 
105 [σκον] ev τῆι vUKTL 
[ποῖλλοι δὲ (wvres ἡ 
λισκοντο περιπιπτον 
τες τοις Ελλη σιν | δια 
την απορι[α]ν οπου 
110 τ[ρ]απίο]) [ντο] | και Tov 
[εἸέϊαιφνης]]} avros ε 
ἰπιπεσοντα φοβ ᾽)ον 


50. 
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Ergra: 
1 στραϊ[τιωτ ? 
ΤῈ Ἰ νυϊκτὺ 
αὖ ?|rots πυρῖσον ὃ 
Ἰιηναΐ 
Jov . [ 


Prous. Platentn 
Beater eevee aces T Pjouvs [ 
- + λογχ tlogopous oly 
sap oaA Ἰων ervyxal 
vev ὁ Alptagepgns [ 


apa μεν avTos κατὰ 


i 
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σχειν ὃ την βασιλειαν 
βουλο Pujevos: apa de 


Lal 
is} 
Ou 


Ss SS OT oO γ-ττι γ-ττὶ 


dedim Pls μη πραγ 


[ma 

Er 16. 
τ ave|KoLvou 
(none 77 beeen 1.8 Le πρὸς 


130 [τον εὐνουχον] Μιθρι 
ἰδατην καταϊκ[ο)ιμι 
[ornv του βασιλεῖως 
[ 
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Fr, 57. 
ΑΨ ae do PJAtxou τί. 


135 -- «| - βραχυν τοπον |. 
εν ἦν καὶ Tov στρατί. 


εν] καὶ povot τῶν |. 


Fr. 18. 
140 Ἱμεὶ εἶ 
Anal δ 
v.[ et. | 
αἸδελίφον ὃ επί 


..] πο ποις mj... .. επιήθεινζαι ὃ 150 σεῖ 
ΝΣ Ἰνον εἰ 145 ]. δὲ [ τὶ 
end of col. ? 
Piro, τι τ. Fr. 22 
Col. i. Col. ii 160 Ja 166" aly 
ἘΠ ὁ Ἰνους Ja 
152 jad σὶ 1σθε 1δαι 
|. μη πὶ ] adda Jav 
Ἰυν rl Yoho ] 
Te .[ 
Fr. 23 (tops of cols. ?). Fr. 24 Fr. 25. 
Col 1. Col. ii. Col. i Coli |oa 
170 μοὶ [ ;o [ Ἰνουκ 
Jeo παλιν al |rvy μὶ ie 
lv 175 €kal [xav—] ude al 190 Jace 
kT 180 |ouv 185 αἱ }. 
δ 
Fr, 26, f.27 Fre. Ετ. 29 
Ed\Anow 196 Jexe..[ 200 Ἰσινΐ Ἰωκί. 
Ἰλυσαι τας [| Ἵν οραν [ 1 A@nvaiio 205 ]. τὰ 
exelvo ὃ]υ mpageus one δῖ Ἰνοντο κ[ Ἶπο 
195 kl Ἰαλαί jul Wve 
F'r3/30. Deeds Fr. 32. Fro33; 
Ἰατί [aa « loot] 216 = |vaul 220 Ἰυΐ 
Ἰντανΐ τῆν εδωκῖε Ἰου πρὶ Ἰασί 
210 παρα ταῖν χώραν Tel Ἰιδων [ Ἰστων [ 
Ἰ παραΐ 215. «| Ἰφοινΐ Ἰαθηΐ 
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fr. 34. ee5.top).. © Fr, 36. eye 
ΙΓ ἢ 1 Πελασγους [ 281} και τ. [ Ἰενί 
225 |ul Jv tive: [- Ἰλιστα [ 235) {0 
Jal 230 Kalrapuy| \eoe{ Wal 
1.1 end of οο].}Ὁ 
Fr, 38. Fr. 39. Fr, 40, Fr. 41. Fr, 42. 
237 gav [ris de? 240 1.. FL 4246 Ἰαι Jos δῖε} 
τενΐ----μίαι ὃ Ἰντων er Ἰτομί Ἰυμμί 250 Ἰτατὴν 
[π]ραξίει ἢ Joc αν αλληΐ 245 Ἰνεισί Ἰεκατί ea 
ee, 43. Fr. 44. Fr. 45. Fr. 46. Τὴν ΠΣ 
252 gal 255 1 evepyle 1.1 461: Jral Janel 
Bal Trepor, 1. [1 al eal «65 γι τ 
τηΐ Ἰασυγί 260 ἾἸντε. [ Ἰυτί vit 
Fr, 48. Fr. 49. Fr. 50. ἘΠ. ΕἸ: Fr. 52. 
267 va?lus ελίον ? 270 Ἰυντῶν Ἰ 276 η pL 
] ανδίρων ? κ]αι Tov Ἰωτί πὶ 280 τί 
με]γία Ὁ Ι: 275 Ira φηΐ Tol 
Fr. 53. Fr, 54. Fr. 55. Fr. 56. Fr, 57. 
282 lel 285 Ἰλαί 287 Ἰαγί Ἰν 291 Ἰυφί 
Jae τετί Ἰυτοῖ 1 καταί 290 Ἰγων Joel 
ὙΠ! 
Pr. 58. Fr. 59. Fr. 60. ror. 1 02; 
293 Ἰαι 295 1. af 297 of δ gor | 
jou[ Ἰντί τί 800 εἶ Ἰτως 
Fr. 1. (2) Pee BOTE ou ( 5) dvaly| «|aidy [ἔστιν | eet Aas | eis] Ta τότε πἰερὶ τοῦ) Θεμιστοκλέους. 


λέγουσι δ᾽ οἱ μὲν ὅϊτι ὑπέϊμνησεν αὐτὸν ὧν) περί τε τῆς ναυμα χίας καὶ τῆς γεφύρας προ]ήγγειλε" 
mlept δὲ τῆ ς ναυμαχ[ίας.... 

*,..it is necessary to (return ?) to what (happened) then concerning Themistocles. 
Some say that he reminded him of his warnings about both the sea-fight and the bridge; but 
with regard to the sea-fight . . .’ 


2. |t or |y can be read. 
4-5. ἀνα [γκ]αιον : the supposed y could be p, but hardly 7, v, or ¢, which would make 
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the beginning of 1. 5 project, and ἃ could be read in place of a. evary | εἼλιον (cf. 1. 12) is 
excluded by the fact that only the plural of this word occurs in Attic, Bury suggests 
era νιεῖναι avaly| κ]αιον [εἸστιν [αυθις, referring toa previous account of the flight of Themistocles 
Frs. 1-5 are themselves part of a digression anticipating the chronological order of events ; 
cf, 1. 37 and p. 99). The letter following νι can be ε, but the hiatus -va: ava- is an objec- 
tion to this restoration; cf. p. 107. 

6. εἰς] ra: of the letter following « all that survives is the tip of a stroke which might 
be vertical or horizontal. evra or extra could be read, but suggests no suitable word. 

7-12. Cf. p. 99, Thuc. 1. 137 ἐσπέμπει γράμματα πρὸς βασιλέα Ἀρταξέρξην τὸν Ξέρξου 
νεωστὶ βασιλεύοντα. ἐδήλου δὲ ἡ γραφὴ ὅτι Θεμιστοκλῆς ἥκω παρὰ σέ, ὃς κακὰ μὲν πλεῖστα Ἑλλήνων 
εἴργασμαι τὸν ὑμέτερον οἶκον, ὅσον χρόνον τὸν σὸν πατέρα ἐπιόντα ἐμοὶ ἀνάγκῃ ἠἡμυνόμην, πολὺ δ᾽ ἔτι πλείω 
ἀγαθά, ἐπειδὴ ἐν τῷ ἀσφαλεῖ μὲν ἐμοί, ἐκείνῳ δὲ ἐν ἐπικινδύνῳ πάλιν ἡ ἀποκομιδὴ ἐγίγνετο. καί μοι εὐεργεσία 
ὀφείλεται (γράψας τήν τε ἐκ Σαλαμῖνος προάγγελσιν τῆς ἀναχωρήσεως καὶ τὴν τῶν γεφυρῶν, 
ἣν ψευδῶς προσεποιήσατο, τότε δὲ αὐτὸν οὐ διάλυσιν), καὶ νῦν ἔχων... ., Plut, Zhemist. 27 
Θουκυδίδης μὲν οὖν καὶ Χάρων ὁ Λαμψακηνὸς ἱστοροῦσι τεθνηκότος Ξέρξου πρὸς τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ τῷ 
Θεμιστοκλεῖ γενέσθαι τὴν ἔντευξιν" Ἔφορος δὲ καὶ Δείνων καὶ Κλείταρχος καὶ Ἡρακλείδης, ἔτι 
᾿ ἄλλοι πλείονες, πρὸς αὐτὸν ἀφικέσθαι τὸν Ξέρξην. τοῖς δὲ χρονικοῖς δοκεῖ μᾶλλον ὁ Θουκυδίδης 
συμφέρεσθαι, καίπερ οὐδ᾽ αὐτοῖς ἀτρέμα συνταττόμενος. The following account of the reception 
οἵ Themistocles by Artabanus the χιλίαρχος, who is identical with the Artabanus to whom 
Frs. 15-16 refer (cf. ll. 119 sqq., n.), is stated by Plutarch to be derived from Phanias, with a 
few extra details obtained from Eratosthenes περὶ πλούτου, and Phanias too, as is observed 
by Busolt, iii. 1327, seems to have represented Xerxes as still reigning at the time of 
Themistocles’ arrival; cf. 1. 8, ἃ. Plutarch does not state his source for the two next 
chapters (28-9), which relate in detail the reception of Themistocles by the Persian king 
and the honours paid to him, being partly derived from Thucydides, partly from some one 
else (Heraclides ? Busolt, iii. 129’). A different version of the letter recorded by Thucydides 
is put into Themistocles’ mouth, ἥκω σοι, βασιλεῦ, Θεμιστοκλῆς. . . ᾧ πολλὰ μὲν ὀφείλουσι 
Πέρσαι κακά, πλείω δὲ ἀγαθὰ κωλύσαντι τὴν δίωξιν, ὅτε τῆς “Ελλάδος ἐν ἀσφαλεῖ γενομένης παρέσχε 
τὰ οἴκοι σωζόμενα χαρίσασθαί τι καὶ ὑμῖν. Diodorus xi, 56. 8 shows more interest in the 
stratagem by which Lysithides introduced Themistocles to Xerxes (cf. ll, 246-8, n.) than 
in Themistocles’ defence of himself before the king, which is described quite briefly 
κἀκείνου δόντος τῷ Θεμιστοκλεῖ λόγον καὶ μαθόντος ὡς οὐδὲν ἠδίκησεν. Aristodemus ΤῸ καὶ 
ὑπέμνησεν αὐτὸν (sc. Artaxerxes) τῶν εὐεργεσιῶν ἃς ἐδόκει κατατεθεῖσθαι εἰς τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ 
Ξέρξην, λέγων καὶ τῆς σωτηρίας αὐτῷ γεγενῆσθαι αἴτιος ἰ ἐνδε]ίξαϊς λύσειν τοὺς Ἕλληνας τὸ ζεῦγμα, 
though primarily based on Thucydides, shows traces of a knowledge of Ephorus; οἵ, ll. 62-- 
76, n. Nepos (Zhemzst. 9) follows Thucydides, sczo plerosque τα scripsisse, Themistoclem 
Xerxe regnante in Asam transisse. Sed ego potissimum Thucydidt credo . . ., quoting the 
letter to Artaxerxes /dem mulio plura bona fect postguam in tuto ipse et ille in periculo esse 
coepit. Nam cum in Asiam reverti vellet, proelio apud Salamina facto, litieris eum certiorem 
Sect td agi ut pons quem in Flellesponto fecerat dissolveretur atque ab hostibus circumiretur : quo. 
nuntto 1116 pertculo est liberatus. ‘The earliest authority for the: view that Xerxes, not 
Artaxerxes, was the king in question is Aeschines Socraticus quoted by Aristid. ii. 293 
(cf.1608). The date of Themistocles’ arrival in Persia continues to be a matter of dispute : 
Busolt, iii. 132°, sides with Thucydides, and assigns that event to a period shortly after the 
spring of 464. 

8. οἱ μεν : cf. the previous n. Thucydides is probably included, for the expressions in 
ll. rr-12 seem to be derived from him, though αὐτῇον is apparently Xerxes, not Artaxerxes, 
cf. the next n. Dinon may also be meant, for he was approximately Ephorus’ con- 
temporary. Clitarchus and Heraclides, who were younger, can hardly have been referred 
to by Ephorus, nor can Phanias (cf. the previous n.), who was the disciple of Aristotle. 
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8-9. ume μνῆσεν αὐτίον: we prefer υπεμνησεν to ave \uynorev on account of the parallel 
in Aristodemus το cited above. His work, the date of which is unknown, is based mainly 
on Herodotus and Thucydides, but its frequent resemblances to Diodorus, especially as to 
the causes of the Peloponnesian War, suggest the use of Ephorus, and ὑπέμνησεν αὐτόν looks 
like a reminiscence of the present passage. αὐτον, however, here is, we think, Xerxes not 
Artaxerxes, because (1) there is no mention of the king’s father (cf. Thuc. Δ. 4); (2) the 
accession of Artaxerxes is described by Diodorus in a much later chapter, to which 
Frs. 15-16 refer; (3) Ephorus is definitely known to have agreed with the majority of 
historians that Xerxes was the reigning king. The difficulty is that owing to the loss 
of the second part of the sentence from 1. 14 onwards it is not clear whether our author 
accepted the opinion of of μέν or not. If he rejected it, then αὐτίον might be Artaxerxes 
and Fr. 1 would be more suitably placed after Fr. 16, with a backward reference in ll. 5-7 
to the account of Themistocles in Persia which must in any case have preceded Frs. 2-5. 
This would have the advantage of making the suggested connexion between ll. 7-12 and 
both Thucydides and Aristodemus closer ; but we are unwilling to separate Fr. 1 so widely 
from Frs. 2-5, seeing that Themistocles is the subject of them all. ‘To retain Fr. 1 where 
it is, and make av:[ov Artaxerxes, with a possible forward reference in ll. 5-7 to a subsequent 
mention of Artaxerxes, is a possible compromise ; but with [προ]ήγγειλε the most natural dative 
to be supplied is αὐτῷ, i.e. Xerxes, not τῷ πατρὶ αὐτοῦ which would be required by the identifica- 
tion of avz[ov with Artaxerxes. 

10. r[avpalyeas: cf. 1, 13, Hdt. viii. 75, Thuc. Jc, Diod. xi. 17, Plut. Zhemzst. 12 
and 28. 

11. τῆς ylepupas: cf. Hdt. viii. rro τὰς ἐν Ἑλλησπόντῳ γεφύρας λύειν, Thuc. 1. ¢., Diod. xi. 
19. 5 τὸν παιδαγωγὸν τῶν ἰδίων υἱῶν ἀπέστειλε πρὸς τὸν Ξέρξην δηλώσοντα διότι μέλλουσιν οἱ Ἕλληνες 
πλεύσαντες ἐπὶ τὸ ζεῦγμα λύειν τὴν γέφυραν, and the next n. Diodorus’ employment of 
the singular (Hdt. and Thuc. have the plural) confirms γίεφυρας here; but the stroke 
following της might be round just as well as straight. 

1.2. [προ]ηγγειλε: cf. Thue. Δ. c. προάγγελσιν. [εξ]ηγγειλε would also be suitable; cf. Plut. 
Them, 12 ὃν ἐκπέμπει πρὸς τὸν Ξέρξην κρύφα κελεύσας λέγειν ὅτι Θεμιστοκλῆς ὁ τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων 
στρατηγὸς αἱρούμενος τὰ βασιλέως ἐξαγγέλλει πρῶτος αὐτῷ τοὺς Ἕλληνας ἀποδιδράσκοντας. 


Fr. 2. ris δὲ. , .Jov ἐσπούδασε; τίς }] δὲ τοσούτοις διὰ ἡ τ]ῶν ἔργωϊν... 


15-17. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 2 τίς δὲ πρὸς ἅπασαν τὴν ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίας δύναμιν ἀναστάτῳ 
τῇ πόλει παρατοχθεὶς ἐνίκησε; τίς δὲ τοῖς ἔργοις ἐν εἰρήνῃ τὴν πατρίδα δυνατὴν κατεσκεύασε 
τοσούτοις (τούτοις MSS.; τοιούτοις or τοσούτοις Reiske). ἴων can be a participle or the 
end of a phrase like διὰ τῶν ἔργων. With ἐσπούδασε cf. 842. xiv. 7 ἐσπούδαζον ἐκπολεμῶσαι. 


Frs. 3-5. . . . ἐκεῖνον! μὲν ὑπὸ τῆς πόλεως] ἠτιμασμένον, τ[ὴν] δὲ πόλιν διὰ τ[ὰ]ς ἐκείνου 
mpage ts | τῆς μεγίστης τιμῆς ὑπὸ τῶν “EMAnvev ἀξιωθεῖσαν, ἣ μεγάλην ᾿ἡγεμονί 2 αν οἷον... co\p ὡτάτην 
Καὶ δικαιοτάτην. ... . -. Ἰγα[τ]ην] κ[αὶ χαλεπ])ωτάτην [γενομένη |v πρὸς ἐκεῖνον. οἱ δ᾽ ὑἸπολαμβάνοισιν 


ὅτι εἴπερ ἐβουλήθη ek? δο]ῦναι τὴν ἡγεμονία “τυ ᾿ 
*...that while he was dishonoured by the city, the city owing to his achievements 
was held by the Greeks to be worthy of ihe highest honour, which (city founded) ... 
a great empire... (the city) which was the wisest and justest became the most . . - and 
severe to him. Some suppose that, even if he wished to surrender the hegemony, . .. 


18 sqq. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 3 διόπερ ὅταν τὸ μέγεθος τῶν ἔργων αὐτοῦ θεωρήσωμεν 

a lol , > δ Ἂ , \ 

καὶ σκοποῦντες τὰ κατὰ μέρος εὕρωμεν ἐκεῖνον μὲν ὑπὸ τῆς πόλεως ἠτιμασμένον, τὴν δὲ πόλιν διὰ 
Ξ - Ἢ , νι 

τὰς ἐκείνου πράξεις ἐπαιρομένην, εἰκότως τὴν δοκοῦσαν εἶναι τῶν ἁπασῶν πόλεων σοφωτάτην καὶ 
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ἐπιεικεστάτην χαλεπωτάτην πρὸς ἐκεῖνον εὑρίσκομεν γεγενημένην. ευ[ρ]ω[μεν] is inadmissible 
in ]. 18. 

21-2, t[a]s ἐκείνου πράξεις : cf. ll. 193-4, where the phrase perhaps recurs, suggesting 
that Fr. 26 belongs to this context. 

22-5. Diodorus has only one word here in place of seven: cf. p. 103. 

26. [nyepovt|av : cf. Ephorus Fr. 67 τελευτήσαντος yap ἐκείνου (Epaminondas) τὴν ἡγεμονίαν 
ἀποβαλεῖν εὐθὺς τοὺς Θηβαίους. ovover is inadmissible. 

27-31. Cf. Diod. Δ 2. The division of lines in Frs. 4+ δ is uncertain, but there is 
hardly any doubt that Fr. 5, containing the supposed ends of 1]. 29-31, is rightly joined 
to the other. Bury suggests addos before oo|f{wralrny and μα]ταιο]τα[τ]ην] before και. Cf. 
I ΟΣ ἣν 

30-1. [γενο[μενη]» : [γεγενη μενη])ν (cf. Diod. 1. 5.) seems too long for the Jacuna. 

32. υἹπολαμβανοισιν : cf. 1]. 94-9, ἢ. The adopted restoration of Il. 32-5 was proposed 
by Bury. εβουληθη exdo|vvae produces a hiatus, which is unsatisfactory (cf. ll. 4-5, n.); but 
προδοΊυναι Seems too long, if χαλεπ]ωτατην is the beginning of 1. 30. With the division 
χαϊλεπ]ωτατην, however, mpo|So|vvac could be read; cf. ll.27—-31, ἢ. The division χαλε π]ωτατην 
would create a great difficulty in 1. 31, for there would not be room for ||» or |caly 
and a participle is wanted there, the » being nearly certain. 

34. The vestige of a letter before va suggests y, r, or v, so that τῆην array is unsatis- 
factory, though the doubtful 7 can be «. απαΐσαν is possible, but with another word than 
ηγεμονια]ν, for which cf. l. 26, ἢ. 


Fr..6) OS εἰρη μον ὅθεν] παρεξ ἐβΊημεν. "Al θη ναῖοι [δ]ὲ K[ (novos τοῦ Μιλτιάδου 
στρατηγοῦντος ἐκπλεύσαντες ἐκ Βυζαντίου μετὰ τῶν συμμάχων |᾿Ἤι]όνα τὴν ἐπὶ Στρ[υμό]νι Περσῶν 
ἐχόν To |v εἷλον καὶ | Σκῦρον, ἣν νῆσ[οἦν... : 

‘,.. from which we digressed. ‘The Athenians under the command of Cimon son of 
Miltiades sailed out from Byzantium with their allies, and captured Eion on the Strymon, 
which was in the possession of the Persians, and Scyros, which island. . .’ 


36-7. Probably Tots || ειρηΐμενοις or Tov || ειρηΐμενων. For οθεν cf. Arist. th. ον: 5.1 ὅθεν 
παρεξέβημεν, and for παρεξ[εβίημεν Diod. ΧΙ, 59. 4 περὶ μὲν οὖν τῆς Θεμιστοκλέους ἀρετῆς εἰ καὶ 
πεπλεονάκαμεν παρεκβάντες, ἀλλ᾽ οὖν οὐκ ἄξιον... The digression evidently contained the 
estimate of Themistocles (Frs. 2-5); but the fibres of the verso of Fr. 6 suggest that 
it belongs to a different column. Bury suggests something like ἐπανίωμεν δὲ τοσουτῶν περι tov 
ΘεμιστοκλεουςἾ εἰρηΐμενων : cf. Il. 4-5, n. ἱ 

37-46. Cf. pp. 99-100, Hdt. vii. 107, where the heroic defence of Eion by Βόγης is 
described in some detail, Thuc. i. 98 (the source of the present passage; cf. p. 107) πρῶτον 
μὲν Hudva τὴν ἐπὶ Στρυμόνι Μήδων ἐχόντων πολιορκίᾳ εἷλον καὶ ἠνδραπόδισαν, Κίμωνος τοῦ Μιλτιάδου 
στρατηγοῦντος. ἔπειτα Σκῦρον τὴν ἐν τῷ Αἰγαίῳ νῆσον, ἣν ᾧκουν Δόλοπες, ἠνδραπόδισαν καὶ ᾧκισαν 
αὐτοί, and Diod. xi. 60. 1-2 ᾿Αθηναῖοι στρατηγὸν ἑλόμενοι Κίμωνα τὸν Μιλτιάδου κτλ. (cited on 
Ῥ. 103), which is longer than 1610, but adds nothing new about the capture οἵ Eion, and 
bears distinct traces of derivation from 1610, especially the mentions of Byzantium and Pelasgi 
(cf. p. 100). Plutarch’s account (Cimon 7) Κίμων δὲ τῶν συμμάχων ἤδη προσκεχωρηκότων αὐτῷ 
στρατηγὸς εἰς Θράκην ἔπλευσε, πυνθανόμενος Περσῶν ἄνδρας ἐνδόξους καὶ συγγενεῖς βασιλέως “Hidva 
πόλιν παρὰ τῷ Στρυμόνι κειμένην ποταμῷ κατέχοντας ἐνοχλεῖν τοῖς περὶ τὸν τόπον ἐκεῖνον Ἕλλησι. 
πρῶτον μὲν οὖν αὐτοὺς μαχῇ τοὺς Πέρσας ἐνίκησε καὶ κατέκλεισεν εἰς τὴν πόλιν" ἔπειτα τοὺς ὑπὲρ Στρυ- 
μόνα Θρᾷκας κτὰλ., which proceeds to narrate the story of Βόγης (here called Βούτης) told by Hdt., 
is based on other historians than Ephorus. é 

A 46. [Sxupoly: cf. Thuc. and Diod. δ. cc. Our author was much more detailed; 
ChB rg, 
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Fr. 7. 49-51. Cf. p. 100 and Plut. Czmon 8, where the story of Cimon’s recovery of 
the bones of Theseus is narrated in detail, being possibly based on Ephorus, especially the 
mention of Lycomedes, πυνθανόμενος δὲ τὸν παλαιὸν Θησέα τὸν Αἰγέως φυγόντα μὲν ἐξ ᾿Αθηνῶν εἰς 
Σκῦρον, αὐτοῦ δ᾽ ἀποθινόντα δόλῳ διὰ φόβον ὑπὸ Λυκομήδους τοῦ βασιλέως ἐσπούδασε τὸν τάφον 
ἀνευρεῖν. αὐΐτου δὲ προς would make 1. 50 rather short, but perhaps av|[ros (sc. Theseus) 
d(e) . . . pevjos should be read. Fr. 35, which mentions the Pelasgians and a xalrapvy|7?, is 
probably to be connected with the episode; cf. p. 100. 

55+ θησιΐ : the last letter might be y, 7, x, or π, but not ε, so that a reference to Theseus 
(cf. the previous n.) is inadmissible. 


Fr. 8. τῶν παραθ]αλαϊττίων καλο])υμένων πόλεων bo lac μὲν ἐκ τῆς Ἑλλάδος ἦσαν ἀπῳ Ἰκισμέναι 
πἰ αρα]χρῆμα συνέπεισε... 

*... of the so-called coast cities those which had been founded from Greece he at 
once persuaded (to revolt).’ 


56-61. The division of lines in this fragment is practically certain. Cf. p. ror and 
Diod. xi. 60. 4 πλεύσας οὖν μετὰ παντὸς τοῦ στόλου πρὸς τὴν Καρίαν, τῶν παραθαλαττίων πόλεων 
ὅσαι μὲν ἦσαν ἐκ τῆς Ἑλλάδος ἀπῳκισμέναι, ταύτας παραχρῆμα συνέπεισεν ἀποστῆναι τῶν 
Περσῶν, ὅσαι δ᾽ ὑπῆρχον δίγλωττοι καὶ φρουρὰς ἔχουσαι Περσικὰς βίαν προσάγων ἐπολιόρκει, Which 
only differs by the omission of καλουμένων, the changed position of ἦσαν, and the insertion 
of ταύτας. Plutarch’s account (Czmon 12) is differently worded, τὰ μὲν ἐπόρθει καὶ κατεστρέ- 
ero, τὰ δὲ ἀφίστη καὶ προσήγετο τοῖς Ἕλλησιν, ὥστε τὴν ἀπ᾽ Ἰωνίας ᾿Ασίαν ἄχρι Παμφυλίας 
παντάπασι Περσικῶν ὅπλων ἐρημῶσαι, and proceeded to give fresh details omitted by Diodorus. 
With παραθ]αλα[ττίων cf. 842. xxi. 17 Φρυγίας τῆς παρ᾽ αθα]λαττιδίου, and with ἀπῳκισμέναι 
Ephorus Fr. 30a (FHG. iv. 642) from schol. Aristid. p. 11. 17 Dindorf οἱ δὲ τὰς ἀποικίας 
καταλέγουσιν᾽ εἰς "Eopov ἀποτείνεται ὃς περὶ τῆς ᾿Ιωνικῆς ἀποικίας ἔγραψε (sc. in Book iii). 

Frs. 94+104+53. . .. Κίμων πυνθανόμενος τὸΪν τ[ῶν Περσῶν στόλο]» περὶ [τὴν Κύπρον 
συ]ντετάϊχθαι, διακοσίαις πειϊτήκοντα π]ρ[ὸς] τρια[κοσίας κ αἱ τετταράκοντα. mapatay| θείσ jas δὲ πολὺν 
χρόνον πολλὰς μὲν τῶν κ[ιν]δυνευουσῶν βαρβαρικῶν νεῶν διέφθειρ]εν, ἑκατὸν δ᾽ αὐτοῖς 1 ἀ]νδράσιν 1 εἷλε 
ζωγρήσας τ]ὸν a. ἜΝ οἿων τ 

‘(Cimon attacked, perceiving) that the Persian fleet was drawn up off Cyprus, with 
two hundred and fifty ships against three hundred and forty. After they had opposed each 
other for a considerable time, he destroyed many of the barbarians’ ships which ran into 
danger and captured a hundred of them with the crews, taking alive .. .’ 


62-76. Cf. p. ror and Diod. xi. 60. 5-6 οἱ δὲ Πέρσαι τὸ μὲν πεζὸν στράτευμα δι᾽ ἑαυτῶν κατε- 
σκεύασαν, τὸ δὲ ναυτικὸν ἤθροισαν ἔκ τε Φοινίκης καὶ Κύπρου καὶ Κιλικίας" ἐστρατήγει δὲ τῶν Περσικῶν 
δυνάμεων Τιθραύστης, υἱὸς dv Ξέρξου νόθος. Κίμων δὲ πυνθανόμενος τὸν στόλον τῶν Περσῶν διατρίβειν 
περὶ τὴν Κύπρον καὶ πλεύσας ἐπὶ τοὺς βαρβάρους ἐναυμάχησε διακοσίαις καὶ πεντήκοντα ναυσὶ πρὸς 
τριακοσίας καὶ τετταράκοντα. γενομένου δ᾽ ἀγῶνος ἰσχυροῦ καὶ τῶν στόλων ἀμφοτέρων λαμπρῶς 
ἀγωνιζομένων τὸ τελευταῖον ἐνίκων οἱ ᾿Αθηναῖοι, καὶ πολλὰς μὲν τῶν ἐναντίων ναῦς διέφθειραν, 
πλείους δὲ τῶν ἑκατὸν σὺν αὐτοῖς τοῖς ἀνδράσιν εἷλον. τῶν δὲ λοιπῶν νεῶν καταφυγουσῶν εἰς 
τὴν Κύπρον οἱ μὲν ἐν αὐταῖς ἄνδρες εἰς τὴν γῆν ἀπεχώρησαν, αἱ δὲ νῆες κεναὶ τῶν βοηθούντων οὖσαι 
τοῖς πολεμίοις ἐγενήθησαν ὑποχείριοι. In xi. 62. 1 Cimon’s total captures in connexion with 
this battle are estimated at 340 triremes, i.e. the whole Persian fleet, Diodorus forgetting 
there to allow for the ships sunk. Plutarch’s account (Czmon 12), as usual, is mainly 
different, Ἔφορος μὲν οὖν Τιθραύστην φησὶ τῶν βασιλικῶν νεῶν ἄρχειν καὶ τοῦ πεζοῦ φερενδάτην 
(cf. 1. 86), Καλλισθένης δ᾽ ᾿Αριομάνδην τὸν Τωβρύου κυριώτατον ὄντα τῆς δυνάμεως παρὰ τὸν Εὐρυμέδοντα 
ταῖς ναυσὶ παρορμεῖν, οὐκ ὄντα μάχεσθαι τοῖς Ἕλλησι πρόθυμον, ἀλλὰ προσδεχόμενον ὀγδοήκοντα ναῦς 
Φοινίσσας ἀπὸ Κύπρου προσπλεούσας. ταύτας φθῆναι βουλόμενος ὁ Κίμων ἀνήχθη, βιάζεσθαι παρε- 
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σκευασμένος, ἂν ἑκόντες μὴ ναυμαχῶσιν. οἱ δὲ πρῶτον μέν, ὡς μὴ βιασθεῖεν, εἰς τὸν ποταμὸν εἰσωρμί- 
σαντο, προσφερομένων δὲ τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων ἀντεξέπλευσαν, ὡς ἱστορεῖ Φανόδημος, ἑξακοσίαις ναυσίν, ὡς δ᾽ 
Ἔφορος, πεντήκοντα καὶ τριακοσίαις, ἔργον δὲ κατὰ γοῦν τὴν θάλατταν οὐδὲν ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν ἐπράχθη τῆς 
δυνάμεως ἄξιον, ἀλλ᾽ εὐθὺς εἰς τὴν γῆν ἀποστρέφοντες ἐξέπιπτον οἱ πρῶτοι καὶ κατέφευγον εἰς τὸ πεζὸν 
ἐγγὺς παρατεταγμένον, οἱ δὲ καταλαμβανόμενοι διεφθείροντο μετὰ τῶν νεῶν. ᾧ καὶ δῆλόν ἐστιν ὅτι 
πάμπολλαί τινες αἱ πεπληρωμέναι τοῖς βαρβάροις νῆες ἦσαν, ὅτε πολλῶν μέν, ὡς εἰκός, ἐκφυγουσῶν, 
πολλῶν δὲ συντριβεισῶν, ὅμως αἰχμαλώτους διακοσίας ἔλαβον οἱ ᾿Αθηναῖοι. The figure 200 also 
occurs in the brief account of Thucydides i. 100 ἐγένετο δὲ μετὰ ταῦτα καὶ ἡ ἐπ᾽ Εὐρυμέδοντι 
ποταμῷ ἐν ΠΙαμφυλίᾳ πεζομαχία καὶ ναυμαχία ᾿Αθηναίων καὶ τῶν ξυμμάχων πρὸς Μήδους, kal ἐνίκων τῇ 
αὐτῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἀμφότερα ᾿Αθηναῖοι Κίμωνος τοῦ Μιλτιάδου στρατηγοῦντος, καὶ εἷλον τριήρεις Φοινίκων καὶ 
διέφθειραν τὰς πάσας ἐς διακοσίας, and in the confused account of Nepos (Czmon 2. 2), who 
erroneously makes Mycale the scene of the sea-fight, Zdem zterum apud Mycalen Cypriorum 
et Phoentcum ducentarum navium classem devictam cepit. The concluding sentence of 
Thucydides is obscurely worded, and it has been proposed to insert a numeral (7) after 
Φοινίκων ; cf. Busolt, iii. 146°. Plutarch evidently knew Ephorus’ account, but followed 
a historian (apparently Callisthenes), who agreed in the main with Thucydides as to the 
locality of the sea-battle and the number of the Persian losses. Thucydides’ account, 
supplemented by Plutarch’s, is usually preferred to any other (cf. Busolt, iii. 146°); but 
besides Diodorus Aristodemus 11. 2 Κίμωνος δὲ rod Μιλτιάδου στρατηγοῦντος ἀνέπλευσαν ἐπὶ τὴν 
Παμφυλίαν κατὰ τὸν λεγόμενον Εὐρυμέδοντα ποταμὸν καὶ ἐναυμάχησαν Φοίνιξι καὶ Πέρσαις καὶ λαμπρὰ 
ἔργα ἐπεδείξαντο, ἑκατόν τε ναῦς ἑλόντες αὐτάνδρους ἐπεζομάχησαν, was evidently influenced by 
Ephorus, and Frontinus, Sfra/eg. iv. 7. 45, agrees with Diodorus both as to the locality of 
the sea-fight (agud znsulam Cypron) and the stratagem of Cimon at the land-battle of the 
Eurymedon (cf. Diod. xi. 61, 1-2 and ll. 77-8,n.). Polyaenus, S/ra/eg. i. 34.1, inverts the scene 
of the sea-fight (off the Eurymedon) and the stratagem (Cyprus), and Klussmann and 
Duncker (cf. Busolt, Δ. c.) held that this represented Ephorus’ description more closely than 
Diodorus’ account—a view which is disposed of by 1610. Some echoes of Ephorus, how- 
ever, seem to survive in Polyaenus’ account; cf. kat πολλὰ σκάφη βαρβαρικὰ ἑλών with 
ll. 72-3 and τὸν στόλον ὡς φίλιον ὑποδέχονται with Il. g8-Iot. Justin gives no details, but 
the figure roo for the ships captured by Cimon is also found in Lycurg. ἐς. Leocr. 72, and 
is supported by the metrical inscription quoted by Diodorus xi. 62. 3, no doubt from 
Ephorus, even if Fr. 48 does not actually belong to it (cf. ll. 267-9, n.). Diodorus’ 
exaggeration of it πλείους τῶν ἑκατόν (1. c.) is either merely rhetorical (cf. p. 111) or made out 
of deference to the figure 200 in Thucydides. In favour of the second explanation is the 
circumstance that his insertion of τὸ τελευταῖον ἐνίκων of ᾿Αθηναῖοι suggests the influence of 
Thucydides (καὶ ἐνίκων... ᾿Αθηναῖοι). Whether Diodorus had any other authority for his 
statement τῶν στόλων ἀμφοτέρων λαμπρῶς ἀγωνιζομένων than Ephorus’ reference to πολὺν χρόνον 
may also be doubted. Aristodemus, /.c., speaks of λαμπρὰ ἔργα, but in reference to the Greeks 
only, and Plutarch, 1. ¢., definitely denies that the Persian fleet made any serious resistance, 
in contrast to the subsequent kparepa μάχη on land, of which his rhetorical description has 
been ascribed to Theopompus; cf. Busolt, iii. 146°. 

62-3. For πυνθανόμενος cf. Diod. /.c. ‘The verb may well have been αντεξεπλευσε (cf. 
Plate dc.) 

66-9. The figures are exactly reproduced by Diodorus, 7. c. No importance is to be 
attached to the variation in Plutarch’s figure (350 instead of 340) of the number of the 
Persian fleet according to Ephorus; cf. p. 106. ΕἾ. 9, ro. i and 53 do not actually touch 
each other, but the combination is practically certain; cf. ll. 282-4, n. Of the third τ in 
τετταρακοντα a bit of the cross-bar is on Fr. 9 and the tail of the vertical stroke on Fr. 1ο. 

73-4. διεφθε[ιρ]εν : this word occurs twice in 842 (xiv. 9 and xix. 20). 

16. a. Seg 6 Jor : ΠίερσικΊων (se. δυνάμεων) (or πὶ ολεμι]ων), followed by ηγεμονα (ie. 
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Tithraustes ; cf. Diod. 2. c.) can be restored, but the article is expected. π is nearly certain, 
γεῖ, yol, or ye[ being the only alternatives and less satisfactory readings. τῶν Περσων is 
therefore inadmissible; but τὸν Hi. .... Ἰων δην, ice. a van ee Persian admiral, or 
conceivably Ta βρυαν] (cf. Callisthenes ap. Plut. /. c.) wy (1.6. ὧν) is possible. 

77-8. The height of the columns in 1610 is unknown, but probably about 40 lines are 
lost between Il. 76 and 77, so that the remains of ΕἾ, το, ii would be expected to be parallel 
to some part of Diod. xi. 61. 1-2, which narrates the beginning of the land-battle of the 
Eurymedon. Perhaps ll. 77-8 are to be connected with ἐνεβίβασεν εἰς τὰς αἰχμαλωτίδας vais 
τῶν ἰδίων τοὺς ἀρίστους, δοὺς τιάρας καὶ τὴν ἄλλην κατασκευὴν περιθεὶς Περσικήν. οἱ δὲ βάρβαροι 
προσπλέοντες ἄρτι τοῦ στόλου ταῖς Περσικαῖς ναυσὶ καὶ παρασκευαῖς ψευσθέντες ὑπέλαβον τὰς ἰδίας 
τριήρεις εἶναι. διόπερ οὗτοι μὲν προσεδέξαντο κτλ. (cf. Il, 200-2, n.). wWovres . . . καὶ τὴν αλ] λην 
[κατασκευὴν ὑπεϊ λαμίβανον (cf. 1. 99) is possible, the letter after λα beginning with a vertical 
stroke (not 8). Another passage which might be connected with ll. 77-8 is xi. 61. 4 τοὺς 
μὲν yap ans οὐχ ὑπελάμβανον ἥκειν πρὸς αὐτοὺς μετὰ δυνάμεως τὸ σύνολον μηδ᾽ ἔχειν κκλ. But 
EX ]Ayp[as οὐχ υὑπε]]λαμίβανον makes 1. 77 too short, and in the absence of any correspondence 
in ch, ὅτ with 1]. 79-83 the remains of this column may well have been concerned with 
details omitted by Diodorus; cf. p. 112. 


Fr. 11. τὸν μεῆν [στρατηγὸν αὐτῶν | Φερενδάτη ν ἀδελ[ φιδοῦν ὄντ]α τοῦ βασιλέως ἐν τῇ] σκηνῇ [ 
εν (they killed) their general Pherendates, who was the king’s nephew, in his tent.’ 


84-8. Cf.p.ro1 and Diod. xi. 61. 3 καὶ τὸν μὲν στρατηγὸν τῶν βαρβάρων τὸν ἕτερον Φερενδάτην, 
ἀδελφιδοῦν τοῦ βασιλέως, ἐν τῇ σκηνῇ καταλαβόντες ἐφόνευσαν, which hardly differs. The two last 
words or an equivalent must have followed 1. ὃ2. Pherendates was mentioned by Ephorus ; 
οἵ, Plut. Czmon 12 quoted in 1]. 62-76, n. and p. 106. 


Frs. 12413. .. . διετέλουν dlyres, [Sore νομίζοντες ἀπὸ τῆς ἠπείρου] τὴν ἔφοδον αὐτ[ οἷς 
γεγ]ονέναι τῶν πὶ οἸλεμίων πρὸς ra[s| var s| ἔφευγον, ὑπο[λ]αμβάνοντες αὐτοῖς εἶν]αι φιλίας" οὗ δὴ 
mo λλοὶ μὲν ὑπὸ τῶν καταλειφθέντων ἐκεῖ φυλάκων ἀπέθνῃ σκου] ἐν τῇ νυκτί, πολλοὶ δὲ ζῶντες 
ἡλίσκοντο περιπίπτοντες τοῖς Ἕλλησιν διὰ τὴν ἀπορί[αἷν ὅπου τίρ]άπ᾽ ο] ντο], καὶ τὸν [ἐἸ]έϊ αἰφνη-ς] 
αὐτοῖς ἐϊπιπεσόντα φόβ ? Jov. 

‘... Hence, thinking that their enemies’ attack was from the land, they fled to 
the ships, expecting these to be on their own side. There many of them were killed in the 
night by the guards who had been left behind on the spot, while many were taken alive, 
falling into the hands of the Greeks through their ignorance which way to turn and the fear 
which had suddenly overtaken them.’ 


93. διετελζουν οἶντες : cf. 1865. τό δ[ιετέλ]εσε διαιτώμενος καὶ παιδευόμενος οὕτως. οι Πισιδες 
ἐχθροι may have preceded, the sentence probably corresponding to καὶ τὰ πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἀλλοτρίως 
ἔχοντας in Diodorus; cf. the next ἢ. 

94 sqq. Cf. pp. ro1—2 and Diod. xi. 61. 4-6 τοὺς μὲν yap Ἕλληνας οὐχ ὑπελάμβανον ἥκειν πρὸς 
αὐτοὺς μετὰ δυνάμεως τὸ σύνολον, μηδ᾽ ἔχειν αὐτοὺς πεζὴν στρατιὰν πεπεισμένοι τοὺς δὲ Πισίδας ὄντας 
ὁμόρους καὶ τὰ πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἀλλοτρίως ἔχοντας ὑπελάμβανον ἥκειν μετὰ δυνάμεως (ὑπελ. π΄ Ou Gell 
Madvig). διὸ καὶ νομίσαντες ἀπὸ τῆς ἠπείρου τὴν ἐπιφορὰν εἶναι τῶν πολεμίων πρὸς τὰς ναῦς ὡς 
πρὸς φιλίας ἔφευγον. τῆς δὲ νυκτὸς οὔσης ἀσελήνου καὶ σκοτεινῆς συνέβαινε τὴν ἄγνοιαν πολὺ μᾶλλον 
αὔξεσθαι καὶ μηδένα τἀληθὲς δύνασθαι ἰδεῖν. διὸ καὶ πολλοῦ φόνου γενομένου διὰ τὴν ἀταξίαν τῶν 
βαρβάρων ὁ μὲν Κίμων κτλ. (cf. ll.r14—16,n.). Plutarch’s account (Cimon 13, from Theopompus? ; 
cf, 11. 62— -76, Nn. yi 1S quite different, τῶν δὲ Belov ἐπικαταβάντων πρὸς τὴν θάλασσαν μέγα μὲν ἔργον 
ἐφαίνετο τῷ Κίμωνι τὸ βιάζεσθαι τὴν ἀπόβασιν καὶ κεκμηκότας ἀκμῆσι καὶ πολλαπλασίοις ἐπάγειν τοὺς 
Ἕλληνας, ὅμως δὲ ῥώμῃ καὶ φρονήματι τοῦ κρατεῖν ὁρῶν ἐπηρμένους καὶ προθύμους ὁμόσε fee τοῖς 
βαρβάροις, ἀπεβίβαζε τοὺς ὁπλίτας ἔτι θερμοὺς τῷ κατὰ τὴν ναυμαχίαν ἀγῶνι μετὰ κραυγῆς καὶ δρόμου 
προσφερομένους. ὑποστάντων δὲ τῶν Περσῶν καὶ δεξαμένων οὐκ ἀγεννῶς κρατερὰ μάχη συνέστη" καὶ 


124 THE OXYRHYNCHUS ῬΑΤΟΝ 


τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων ἄνδρες ἀγαθοὶ καὶ τοῖς ἀξιώμασι πρῶτοι καὶ διαπρεπεῖς ἔπεσον... πολλῷ δ᾽ ἀγῶνι τρεψά- 
μενοι τοὺς βαρβάρους ἔκτεινον, εἶτα ἥρουν αὐτούς τε καὶ σκηνὰς παντοδαπῶν χρημάτων γεμούσας. 
Diodorus’ reference to the absence of the moon seems to be his own invention, since there 
is no indication in ll. ro5—7 of anything corresponding to it and no further reference to the 
darkness is in fact expected after 1]. 104. Possibly, however, the absence of the moon may 
have been mentioned earlier in Ephorus’ account. 

94-9. vopifovres . . . υπολ]αμβανοντες : οὗ, νομίζομεν ὑπολαμβάνοντες in Ephorus ΕἾ. 2, and, 
for ὑπολαμβάνειν, ll. 32, 77-8, n., and 842. vi. το, xi, 17, Xiv. 11. 

ΙΟΙ. φιλίας: Cf. 842. xiv. 40 φιλίως, and Polyaen. Séra/eg. i. 34. 1, quoted in ll. 62-76, ἢ. 

102-4. καταλειῴθεντων ... φυλακων: cf, Ephorus Fr. 53 φύλακας δὲ κατέλιπον. 

104. απεθνηΐσκον]: cf. 842. xx. 33 συμμείξαντες ἀποβ] ν]ήσκουσιν. 

108. That the fragment containing o and part of the ν of EAAn|ow and the ends of 
11. 103-7 is rightly combined with the top of the ν admits of hardly any doubt. 

111-12. The letter after αὐτοῖς may be o, and Ἰων may be read for ov. 


Fr. 14. ... orpalrior >—] vol xr 2— αὐτοῖς πυρ] σὸν ?—|nval.. “is 


114-16. Cf.p. 101, Diod. 2. c. ὁ μὲν Κίμων προειρηκὼς τοῖς στρατιώταις πρὸς τὸν ἀρθησόμενον 
πυρσὸν συντρέχειν ἦρε πρὸς ταῖς ναυσὶ σύσσημον, εὐλαβούμενος μὴ διεσπαρμένων τῶν στρατιωτῶν καὶ 
πρὸς ἁρπαγὴν ὁρμησάντων γένηταί τι παράλογον. πάντων δὲ πρὸς τὸν πυρσὸν ἀθροισθέντων καὶ παυσα- 
μένων τῆς ἁρπαγῆς, τότε μὲν εἰς τὰς ναῦς ἀπεχώρησαν. τῇ δ᾽ ὑστεραίᾳ κτλ. πυρσεύειν Occurs in 
Ephorus Fr, τοῦ. Fr. 48 not improbably came between Frs. 14 and 15; cf. ll. 267-9, ἢ. 


Frs. 15-16. r?lois[. . . λογχ Plopdpous, ὃϊν . .. .. - jor érvyxa|vev ὁ ᾿ΑἹρταξέρξης, [dua 
plev αὐτὸς καταὶ σχεῖν ? τ]ὴν βασιλείαν [βουλόμ ὃἼενος, ἅμα δὲ [ δεδιὼ ? |e μὴ πραγίμα .. . | ἀνεϊκοινοῦ το ? 
τὴν ο. .]. w πρὸς [τὸν εὐνοῦχον] Μιθρι[δάτην κατα κ᾿ ο)ιμι[ στὴν τοῦ βασιλέως. 


_‘...the spearmen, of whom Artaxerxes happened to be..., being at the same time 
anxious to obtain the kingdom himself and afraid that . .. he communicated the (plot) to 
the eunuch Mithridates, the king’s chamberlain.’ 


110 sqq. Cf. Diod. xi. 69. 1 ἐπὶ δὲ τούτων κατὰ τὴν ᾿Ασίαν ᾿Αρτάβανος τὸ μὲν γένος Ὑρκάνιος, 
δυνάμενος δὲ πλεῖστον παρὰ τῷ βασιλεῖ Ξέρξῃ καὶ τῶν δορυφόρων ἀφηγούμενος, ἔκρινεν ἀνελεῖν τὸν 
Ξέρξην καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν εἰς ἑαυτὸν μεταστῆσαι. ἀνακοινωσάμενος δὲ τὴν ἐπιβουλὴν πρὸς Μιθριδάτην 
τὸν εὐνοῦχον, ὃς ἦν κατακοιμιστὴς τοῦ βασιλέως καὶ τὴν κυριωτάτην ἔχων πίστιν, ἅμα δὲ καὶ συγγενὴς 
ὧν ᾿Αρταβάνου καὶ φίλος ὑπήκουσε πρὸς τὴν ἐπιβουλήν. [και την κυριωτατη)ν can be restored in 
1.133. Probably Fr. 16 followed Fr. 15 with a very slight interval (cf. p. 102), which is in 
accordance with the general appearance of the recto of these two fragments, though the 
verso does not suggest their propinquity. αὐτός in 1. 123 we refer to Artabanus, the phrase 
κατα] σχεῖν τ]ὴν βασιλείαν [βουλόμενος (cf. κατασχεῖν τὴν ἀρχήν in Diod. xi. 69. 4 quoted below, 
and τὴν χώραν κατασχεῖν in Ephorus Fr, 29) being very close to both Diodorus’ τὴν βασιλείαν... 
μεταστῆσαι and Justin iii. 1 Xerxes... guippe Artabanus praefectus eius...in spem regnit 
adductus cum septem robustissimis filits regiam vespert ingreditur, which is likely in any case 
to have been partly derived from Ephorus. The chief difficulty is that Sop|upéspous would be 
expected in |. 120, but the bottom of the letter preceding ¢o (which is practically certain) 
does not come below the line, nor is the tail of a preceding p visible. The word is therefore, 
we conjecture, a synonym for δορυφόρους, λογχ]οφόρους being preferable to ξυστ])φύρους. 
With the reading τοὺς φόρους there might be a connexion with Diod. xi. 71. 1 ἐπὶ δὲ τούτων 
᾿Αρταξέρξης ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν Περσῶν ἄρτι τὴν βασιλείαν ἀνακτησάμενος. . . διέταξε τὰ κατὰ τὴν 
βασιλείαν συμφερόντως αὑτῷ... ἐπεμελήθη δὲ καὶ τῶν προσόδων καὶ τῆς δυνάμεων κατασκευῆς, καὶ 
καθόλου τὴν βασιλείαν ὅλην ἐπιεικῶς διοικῶν μεγάλης ἀποδοχῆς ἐτύγχανε παρὰ τοῖς Πέρσαις. The rest 
of Fr. 15 would then have to be restored differently, But though αὐτός could be Artaxerxes 
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and [κτησάμενος is possible in ]. 125, the other parallel is closer and more satisfactory. It is 
just possible that, while Fr, 15 refers to the plot of Artabanus, the parallel section in Diodorus 
is not 69. 1 but 69. 3-4 ὁ δ᾽ οὖν ᾿Αρτάβανος παραγενόμενος ἔτι νυκτὸς οὔσης πρὸς τὸν ᾿Αρταξέρξην 
ἔφησε Δαρεῖον τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ φονέα γεγονέναι τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν εἰς ἑαυτὸν περισπᾶν. 
συνεβούλευσεν οὖν αὐτῷ πρὸ τοῦ κατασχεῖν ἐκεῖνον τὴν ἀρχὴν σκοπεῖν ὅπως μὴ δουλεύσῃ διὰ ῥᾳθυμίαν 
ἀλλὰ βασιλεύσῃ τὸν φονέα τοῦ πατρὸς τιμωρησάμενος" ἐπηγγείλατο δ᾽ αἰτῷ συνεργοὺς παρέξεσθαι τοὺς 
δορυφόρους τοῦ βασιλέως. But this too, in spite of some resemblances, seems to suit Fr. 15 
less well than does 69. 1. 

The plot of Artabanus is also described by Ctesias Frs. 29-30 ’Aprdmavos δὲ μέγα παρὰ 
Ξέρξῃ δυνάμενος μετ᾽ ᾿Ασπραμίτου τοῦ εὐνούχου καὶ αὐτοῦ μέγα δυναμένυυ βουλεύονται ἀνελεῖν Ξέρξην, 
καὶ ἀναιροῦσι κτλ. ‘This is evidently one of the ultimate sources of Diodorus’ statement, 
which in any case must be derived (with some variations, if our explanation of Fr. 15 is 
correct) from Ephorus, who was probably responsible for the change of ᾿Ασπραμίτης to Μιθρι- 
δάτης : cf. the variation between Justin’s Bacadasus (from Ephorus or Dinon ?) and Ctesias’ 
Μεγάβυζος (Fr. 30), each representing the Persian name Bagadukhsha (cf. Gilmore, ad Joc.), 
the subsequent betrayer of Artabanus to Artaxerxes. 

121. ων is probably a participle. [ηγεμων] ὧν is possible; but Artabanus himself, not 
Artaxerxes, was in command of the δορυφόροι: cf. the previous ἢ. 

ετυγχαΐνεν : cf. 1.178 |rvy|[xav? A fondness for τυγχάνειν characterizes 842; cf. Part 
v. 124. 

123. [ava pe|v: cf. 1. 125 ava δε and the same contrast in 842. x. 2. 

128-9. ανεΪκοινουτο thy... .|. w: cf Diod. Δ ς. ἀνακοινωσάμενος δὲ τὴν ἐπιβουλήν and 
842. i. 3 κοινωσάμενος... περὶ τοῦ πράγματος. ανεΐκοινου την Bovdev|ow can be read, but is 
unlikely, the middle being much commoner than the active. The letter before w is y, &, o, 
ort. mpalév would be the right length. 

mae Cf, ll. 119 sqq., n. 

134-9. Cf. p. 102 and Diod. xi. 30. 4-5 pera δὲ ταῦτα ἐκ τῆς ὑπωρείας μετεστρατοπέδευσαν 
εἰς ἔτερον τόπον εὐθετώτερον πρὸς THY ὁλοσχερῆ νίκην. ἦν yap ek μὲν τῶν δεξιῶν γεώλοφος ὑψηλός, ἐκ 
δὲ τῶν εὐωνύμων ὁ ᾿Ασωπὸς ποταμός" τὸν δ᾽ ἀνὰ μέσον τόπον ἐπεῖχεν ἡ στρατοπεδεία, πεφραγμένη 
τῇ φύσει καὶ ταῖς τῶν τόπων ἀσφαλείαις, where τόπος (cf. Il. 135 and 138) occurs thrice, 
though the context is different. στρατί οἰπεδου] is possible in Il. 136--7, and [er| τοις] τζοἾποις 
(Bury) in 11. 137-8, but hardly τί οἰπο]υ in Il. 134-5. The dividing-point of the lines in this 
fragment is uncertain. , 

140-5. Fr. 18 perhaps corresponds to Diod. xi. 57. 3 αὕτη (Xerxes’ sister) πυθομένη τὴν 
παρουσίαν τοῦ Θεμιστοκλέους ἦλθεν εἰς τὰ βασίλεια πενθίμην ἐσθῆτα λαβοῦσα καὶ μετὰ δακρύων ἱκέτειε 
τὸν ἀδελφὸν ἐπιθεῖναι τιμωρίαν τῷ Θεμιστοκλεῖ. ὡς δ᾽ οὐ προσεῖχεν αὐτῇ, περιήει «.. Lines 143-5 
can be restored τὸν αἸδελί φον τιμωριαν (or κολασιν) προσΊθεινζαι Θεμιστοκλει] w[s| δε. The v 
in 1. 142, which is nearly certain, would then be expected to belong to δακρύων rather than to 
ἱκέτευε, but the vestiges of the letter following it do not suit , whereas ε is possible. 
tere |ve ἰκλαιουσα τὸν αἸδελί Pov would be suitable, but the remaining two lines 140-1 present 
difficulties. ηλζθεν in ]. 141 is unsatisfactory, for the preceding letter seems to be A, not a, and 
μεΐλαινηι στοἤλη is too short. If λζαβουσα και txere]ve be restored, Ay must be the accusative 
plural of a word meaning ‘clothes’ or, as there seems to be none available, an adjective in 
agreement with e.g. ἱμάτια. The suggested correspondence with Diodorus therefore remains 
very uncertain, especially since the supposed 2 of αἸδελίφον can be a, and Ἰσειπί can be read 
for Ἰθειν. 

178. Ἰγυγί χαν: cf 1. 121, n. : 

192-4. If ras [exewolv mpake es (cf. 1. 20) is right, Fr. 26 may well belong to the estimate 
of Themistocles. The doubtful « can be « EA|\yow suggests that the corresponding 
passage in Diodorus is xi. 59. 2-3 ὥστ᾽ εὐχείρωτον γενέσθαι τοῖς Ἕλλησι. διόπερ ὅταν τὸ μέγεθος 
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τῶν ἔργων αὐτοῦ θεωρήσωμεν κτὰλ., SO that Fr. 26 would seem to come immediately above 
Fr. 3 (cf. ll. 18 sqq., n.); but the fibres of the verso do not suggest this, and JAvoa: is 
difficult in such a context. The only alternative is w?|yvoa, with which reading Bury 
suggests mapa rots EA|\now ||... .. » μη ισΐχυσαι κτλ. 

200-2. None of the references to the Athenians in Diod. xi. 55—70 corresponds verbally 
to this passage; but with the restoration | Αθηναίους προσεδεχοντο it can well be connected 
with xi. 61. 2 διόπερ οὗτοι μὲν προσεδέξαντο τοὺς ᾿Αθηναίους ὡς φίλους ὁ ἐν ὁ δὲ Κίμων κτλ. Ἰυοντο 
can, however, be read in place of ἴχοντο. 

213-14. τὴν or φην can be read. For «doxle . . . χωραν as a possible reference to 
Xerxes’ presents to Themistocles cf. Thuc. i. 138. 5 ταύτης yap ἦρχε τῆς χώρας, δόντος 
βασιλέως, and Diod. xi. 57. ἐδωρήσατο δ᾽ αὐτῷ πόλεις τρεῖς... Λάμψακον δὲ ἀμπελόφυτον ἔχουσαν 
χώραν πολλήν. But the words might come in many other contexts, e.g. Cimon’s distribution 
of land in Thrace to the Athenians; cf. Plut. Czmon 7 τὴν δὲ xopav. .. παρέδωκε τοῖς ᾿Αθηναίοις, 
and Diod. xi. 60. 2 καὶ κτίστην ᾿Αθηναῖον καταστήσας κατεκληρούχησε τὴν χώραν (cf. p. 103). 

218. Ἰιδων |: cf. ll. 237-9, n 

219. |pow|: Fr. 32 does not seem to be connected with any of the references to the 
Phoenicians in Diod. xi. 

223. Perhaps ] Αθηΐναιοι in some form ; cf. 1. 201. 

228-30. The mention of the Pelasgians and κα]ταφυγ[ή ἢ suggests that Fr. 35 refers to 
Scyros and Cimon’s discovery of the bones of Theseus, who took refuge there; cf. ll. 49— 
51, n., and p. 100. 

237-9. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 1-2 (Themistocles) ris yap ἕτερος... ταῖς ἰδίαις 
πράξεσιν ἀφείλετο τῆς Σπάρτης ταύτην τὴν δόξαν ; τίνα δ᾽ ἄλλον ἱστορήκαμεν μιᾷ πράξει ποιήσαντα 
διενεγκεῖν αὑτὸν μὲν τῶν ἡγεμόνων, τὴν δὲ πόλιν τῶν “Ἑλληνίδων πόλεων, τοὺς δ᾽ “Ἕλληνας τῶν βαρβάρων; 
The fact that ξαν was either actually or approximately the end of a sentence, as is shown by 
the paragraphus, renders the connexion of that passage with Fr. 38 very probable. Bury 
suggests 60||fav [ris δὲ τα κοινα ex|rev| os πραττων μιαιὶὶ mpage... It is tempting also to 
connect with this fragment Fr. 32, where EAAny|Sev can be restored in 1. 218, and 
Fr. 39, where πολιὴν roy EA\|Anuder is possible in 1. 241; but the other lines in those two 
fragments do not harmonize easily with either that context or each other. 

241-2. Cf. the previous n. ‘There is a slight blank space between οἱ and av in |. 242, 
which, however, is not fatal to ΕυβΊοιαν, and with τῶν EA||Ayvev in 1. 241 there might possibly 
be a reference to the expedition of Cimon against Carystus in Euboea Seas i 3735 
cf. pp. 100-1), which was presumably mentioned by Ephorus. 

246-8. There is a possible connexion with Diod. xi. 65. 4 ἄλλων δ᾽ οὐκ ὄντων συμμάχων 
ἐρημίᾳ τῶν ἐπικουρούντων κατὰ κράτος ἥλωσαν (sc. the Myceneans), or better with xi. OMT 
κομίζειν ταύτην ἐπὶ ἀπήνης κεκρυμμένην καὶ τῶν ἀπαντώντων μηδένα πολυπραγμονεῖν μηδὲ KAT ὄψιν 
ἀπαντῆσαι τῇ ἀγομένῃ (Lysithides’ device for the introduction οἱ Themistocles to Xerxes; 
cf. p. 99); but if so, Diodorus’ version is longer. 

252-4. Possibly συντα ξαΐς δε Αρχιδαμος o| | βαϊσιλευς τοις αφεσΊἾτηΐκοσι: οἵ, ΠΙοά, xi. 63. 7 
τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον οἱ περιλειφθέντες ἐσώθησαν, ods συντάξας ὁ βασιλεὺς ᾿Αρχίδαμος παρεσκευάζετο 
πολεμεῖν τοῖς ἀφεστηκόσι. But between ll. 253 and 254 is a spot of ink which, if not 
accidental, may belong to a paragraphus, implying a change of sentence, and γη can be 
read for τη]. 

255. εὐεργετεῖν, εὐεργέτης, and εὐεργεσία Occur several times in Diod. xi, but the rest of 
Fr. 44 does not suit the context of any of those passages. 

257- Ἰασυγί : perhaps |as ὑπο. 

2647-9. Fr. 48 exactly suits Diod. xi. 62. 3 valus ed{ov ev πελαγει] a®[pov oe pely[a, 
from the metrical inscription concerning Cimon’s victories, which is in any case probably 
quoted from Ephorus ; cf. ll. 62-76, n. But the fragment is too small to be identified with 
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certainty, and in 1. 269 = can be read in place of y. Another possible parallel is xi. 54. 4 
Παυσανίας μὲν κρίνας προδιδόναι τοὺς Ἕλληνας ἐδήλωσε τὴν ἰδίαν ἐπιβολὴν Θεμιστοκλεῖ καὶ παρεκάλεσε. 
τους Ἑλ[ληνας την Sc \av δίηλωσας would account for Il. 267--8, and Ἰγ (or 1π|) might belong to 
ἐπιβολὴν Or a synonym for it, or to π[αρεκαλεσε. 

282-4. Fr. 53 is to be combined with Frs. 9 + 10. i, though not actually joining them, 
and belongs to ll. 67-9; cf. ll. 66-9,n. The fibres on the verso harmonize excellently with 
those of Fr. το, and the vestiges in 1. 284 can be the top of ma(paray| ew as). 


1611. EXTRACTS FROM A WORK ON LITERARY CRITICISM. 
Fr.1r 18-6 Χ 26-5 cm. Early third century. 


These seventy fragments of a work on literary criticism, evidently composed 
by a grammarian, were found with 1610, &c. The largest piece, Fr. 1, contains 
after a few letters from the ends of lines four nearly complete columns, while the 
other pieces are much smaller; about 130 lines in all are complete or can be 
restored. Various literary topics, which have no apparent connexion with each 
other, are discussed, being illustrated by frequent quotations from lost or (in 
two cases) extant works—a circumstance which lends the papyrus considerable 
interest. The two sections of which the beginnings are preserved (ll. 38 and 101) 
both commence with ὅτι, so that probably the text is a series of extracts from 
a longer work. 

In Fr. 1 Il. 28-37 give the conclusion of a discussion of a contest of come- 
dies and of the number of the judges. There is perhaps a contrast drawn 
between the practice of the writer’s own day and that of earlier times, and 
the Bacchae of Lysippus and Πλοῦτοι of Cratinus are cited as authorities for 
a number (apparently that of the κριταί) being five; but the context is obscure 
in several points; cf. Il. 30, 35, nn. 

The next section (ll. 38-100), which is practically complete, is mainly 
concerned with Caeneus, the mythical king of the Lapithae, who was first a 
woman, but was changed into a man by Poseidon, and rendered invulnerable, 
then incurred the enmity of Zeus by making his subjects worship his spear 
instead of the gods, and was ultimately buried alive by the Centaurs. The explana- 
tion of Caeneus’ spear, which became proverbial, is given in connexion with 
a reference to it in Book ii of Theophrastus’ Περὶ βασιλείας (Il. 38-46), the 
whole story of Caeneus being related in an extract from Acusilaus of Argos, 
an early writer on mythology who was probably older than Herodotus (Il. 55-83). 
Since the thirty-one extant fragments of Acusilaus (FHG. i. 100-3) contain 
hardly any professed quotations of his actual words, the papyrus for the first 
time affords an opportunity of estimating the character of that author’s ἱστορία 
or yeveadroyia. The dialect proves to be in the main Ionic, as had generally 
been surmised, although no trace of it has been preserved in the extant 
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fragments; and the style is decidedly primitive. A Doric form of the aorist 
infinitive, rexév, is found in 1. 59, and a curious expression, μάλιστα χρημάτων, 
occurs in ll. 67-8. The influence of Acusilaus’ version of the Caeneus legend is 
now traceable in scholia on Homer and Apollonius Rhodius, which may 
have derived their knowledge of the passage through our author; cf. 1. 56, n. 
A rather naive remark of the ancient logographer, that it was not ἱερόν for 
gods to bear children by mortals, leads our author first to the citation of 
two lines from the ᾿Αλκμέων ὁ διὰ Κορίνθου of Euripides, spoken by Apollo, 
which illustrated this subject, and later to a short discussion of it, the last four 
lines being fragmentary (Il. 85-100). ' 

In the third section (ll. 101-20) the first four lines are fragmentary, the 
ends of lines are missing throughout, and the conclusion is not reached, 
so that the reconstruction is somewhat difficult. The subject is the various 
persons called Thucydides, of whom three are distinguished, the politician (son 
of Melesias and father of Stephanus), the historian (son of Olorus), and the 
Pharsalian, as in Marcellinus’ life of the historian. Polemon’s treatise Περὶ dxpo- 
πόλεως, Which is known from Marcellinus to have discussed the second and third 
Thucydides, is here mentioned with reference to the first, apparently as the 
authority for a statement based on epigraphic evidence that he was the father 
of Stephanus, which is to be connected with an extant quotation from another 
work of Polemon (ll. 101-11, n.). In confirmation of the paternity of Stephanus, 
which seems to have been disputed, a passage from the Jeno of Plato is quoted, 
and Fr. 1 breaks off where the writer was about to add fresh evidence on the 
point froma lost comedy, the /apetws of Hermippus. 

The order of the smaller fragments is quite uncertain except in a few 
instances. Fr. 2.i is concerned with a βόρειος ἵππος, two lines from the beginning 
of the Omphale of Ion being quoted as an illustration (ll. 121-7), but how the 
subject was introduced does not appear. The difficulty, whatever it was, is 
stated to have been solved by Mnaseas of Patara in his work Περὶ χρησμῶν 
(ll. 128-30). Fr. 4 is concerned with a female character in epic poetry (Penthe- 
silea ?), part of a hexameter line referring to her being cited (ll. 146-7), besides 
two mentions of her by authors whose names are imperfectly preserved, one of 
them being perhaps Arctinus, who wrote the Aethiopis (ll. 148-52). Frs. 5, 6, 
and 43 a1e to be combined, as appears partly from external evidence, partly 
from the resulting satisfactory restoration of ll. 160-4. The main subject of 
this section, of which the beginning and end are not preserved, is the authorship 
of a celebrated ancient ode to Pallas. The first three words of this ode Παλλάδα 
περσέπολιν δεινάν were quoted by Aristophanes in 1. 967 of the Clouds, and from 
the extant rather confused scholia on that passage and another in Aristides it is 
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known that according to Eratosthenes Phrynichus (i.e. the comic poet) attributed 
the authorship of the ode to Lamprocles, an early Athenian dithyrambic poet, 
while others assigned the ode to Stesichorus. Our author, who refers to an in- 
conclusive discussion of the claims of Lamprocles and Stesichorus by Chamaeleon 
(a disciple of Aristotle), and possibly, but by no means certainly, mentions Erato- 
sthenes (ll. 158-9, n.), also adduces the evidence of Phrynichus in favour of 
Lamprocles as the author, and quotes the passage in Aristophanes (Il. 160-76). 

Little can be made of the remaining fragments. There is probably a 
reference in Fr. 8. ii to Hellanicus on Κτίσεις (ll, 212-14, n.) ; but the context is 
obscure. Fr. 9, which is more considerable, relates to a person with a name 
beginning with probably A or A and ending in -δημος (e.g. Aristodemus), who, 
after adventures in which the Naxians and Thracians were apparently concerned, 
was carried off and put to death after a trial by the Parians (ll. 218-28). The 
Orestes of Theodectes (?) is quoted in Fr. 17, and apparently a play of Lysippus 
in Fr. 21, while Fr. 16 perhaps has another reference to the Omphale of Ion, and 
Fr. 14 possibly mentions Simonides. Other proper names which occur are Ασσηΐ 
(1. 247, n.), Lycia or the Lycians (1. 251), Odysseus (1. 272, perhaps in connexion 
with his descent to Hades), and Ptolemaeus (possibly Ptol. Philopator or Phila- 
delphus; 11. 369-70, n.). The names of the grammarians Aristarchus and 
Didymus can be restored in ll. 231 and 283 respectively, but in neither place 
with any confidence. That Frs. 31-2, 42, 44-5, 63-5, and 68 belong to 1611 
is not at all certain. All the fragments belong to the middles of columns, except 
Fr, I and where it is otherwise stated. 

The handwriting is a small neat uncial closely resembling that of 1012, a 
treatise on literary composition, written soon after A.D. 205 (Part vii, Plate iv). 
1611 also probably belongs to the first two or three decades of the third century, 
and is approximately contemporary with 1610, of which the script is similar, but 
larger. The columns are short, consisting of 24 or 25 lines of 14-20 letters, 
generally about 17. The end of a section is marked in 1. 37 by a coronis, which 
is employed after 1. 115 and probably 1. 138 to divide a quotation from the main 
text. Paragraphi also occur after ll. go (where it is misplaced), 165, 214, and 231 
to indicate quotations. Strokes against the margin of 1]. 83-4 call attention to 
the recommencement of the author’s commentary at the end of the extract from 
Acusilaus, of which the beginning is distinguished by the sign χ (i: τό, ἢ)» ὙΠῸ 
obelus against 1. 116 apparently also indicates a quotation, and the two flourishes 
after 1. 138 seem to be merely supplementary to the neighbouring coronis. High 
stops were used, but not at all regularly; one doubtful instance of a stop in the 
middle position occurs in 1. 442. Occasional marks of elision and quantity and 
accents are found in the poetical quotations (Il. 91 and 127), and there are some 
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diaereses over εἰ and v. An abbreviation, x’ for καί, is used in 1. 216. Iota 
adscript was not infrequently omitted by the first hand, but when ignored was 
inserted by a contemporary corrector, who might even be the same scribe. The 
insertion, however, of two words omitted in 1. 59 and similar additions of omitted 
letters in Il. 281, 338, and 350 all seem to be in a second hand, especially the 
cursively written « above 1. 281; in ll. 169 and 223 the alterations are most 
probably due to the first hand. The revision of the papyrus was in any case 
not very thorough, and several small mistakes remain uncorrected, Il. 45 o for ov, 
46 αξιον for αξιων, 57 Ποσιδων for Ποσειδεων, 61 avrov for αὐτὴν, 80 opevov for ορθιον, 
84 τι for το, 91 an’ for απο, 107 the apparent omission of καλου after Κοίαλεμου, 127 
atverat for ἄνεται, 222 μεθικαν for μεθηκαν : cf. also 1]. 123, 146, and 172-3, nn. 
The date of the papyrus itself excludes a later period than about the middle 
of the second century for the composition of the work from which 1611 was 
excerpted. On the other hand a date not earlier than 200 B.C. is indicated by 
the references to (1) Polemon, who was a Delphic πρόξενος in 177-6 B.C. 
(Susemihl, Gesch. d. Alex. Lit. i. 66.133), and according to Suidas a contem- 
porary of Ptolemy Epiphanes (204-181 B.C.), and (2) Mnaseas, who according 
to an ambiguously worded statement of Suidas was a pupil of Eratosthenes. 
The striking resemblance between the discussion of the authorship of the ode 
to Pallas in 1611 and the views attributed to Eratosthenes by the scholia on 
Aristophanes’ Clouds 967 (cf. pp. 128-9 and Il. 162-5, n.) at first sight suggests that 
the papyrus may consist of extracts from Eratosthenes’ clebrated work Περὶ 
ἀρχαίας κωμῳδίας. The first of the three sections in Fr. 1 seems to be concerned 
with the Old Comedy; the second, about Caeneus, deals with a subject which 
was the basis of plays by two writers of the Middle Comedy, Antiphanes 
and Araros, and may well have been utilized earlier, while the third, about 
Thucydides, leads up to a quotation from Hermippus. The two statements 
attributed to Asclepiades of Myrlea by Suidas that Polemon (1) synchronized 
with Aristophanes of Byzantium (the successor of Eratosthenes as librarian at 
Alexandria ; cf. p. 131) and (2) was the disciple of Panaetius (about 180-110 B.C.) 
are scarcely consistent with each other, and the second has usually been regarded 
as corrupt; cf. Susemihl, i. 666%. Since Eratosthenes according to Suidas 
was born in 276-2 B.C. and died at the age of eighty in the reign of Ptolemy 
Epiphanes, it is possible that his Περὶ ἀρχαίας κωμῳδίας quoted Polemon’s earlier 
works. The suggestion of Knaack (Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. vi. 360), that the 
treatise on Comedy was written in the early part of Eratosthenes’ life before 
he left Athens for Alexandria, is not based on any evidence, and Theophrastus, 
a writer utilized in it (cf. Strecker, De Lycophrone, Euphronio, Eratosthene, &c., 
Fr. 75), is also quoted in 1611 (1. 38). Polemon, who joined the Pergamene 
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school, wrote a treatise against Eratosthenes (Susemihl, i. 67015) Περὶ τῆς 
᾿Αθήνησιν ᾿Βρατοσθένους ἐπιδημίας, denying (probably ironically) that Eratosthenes 
had ever been at Athens, and two of the six extant fragments of that treatise 
(Frs. 47-8, FHG. iii. 130) apparently refer to statements in the Περὶ ἀρχαίας 
κωμῳδίας, which was therefore earlier than Polemon’s attack on Eratosthenes. 
It is, however, not quite clear that Polemon is mentioned in 1611 with approval 
(cf. 11. to1-11, n.), and the controversy between him and Eratosthenes may have 
been begun by the latter. As regards Mnaseas, whose date mainly depends on 
that of Eratosthenes, the fact that he is quoted with approval in 1611 (1. 128) 
is not inconsistent with the hypothesis that he was the author's own pupil; 
but it is not quite certain whether Suidas meant to call Mnaseas the pupil of 
Eratosthenes or of Aristarchus. The latter interpretation, which would of course 
be fatal to the view that 1611 was the work of Eratosthenes, is rejected by 
Susemihl, i.6797°. The date of Eratosthenes’ death (196-4 8. 6.), which is accepted 
by Susemihl mainly on the evidence of Suidas, thus leaves a narrow margin of 
time available to which the [epi apy. κωμ. could be assigned on the assumption 
that 1611 belongs to that work; but most of this margin tends to disappear, 
if with Knaack (Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. vi. 359) Strabo’s statement that 
Eratosthenes was the pupil of Zeno of Citium be accepted ; for Eratosthenes’ 
birth and death must then be put back about ten years earlier than Suidas’ dates. 
1241, which settles the order of the Alexandrian librarians from Apollonius 
Rhodius to Cydas and rectifies some errors of Suidas, is apt to be mistaken 
or corrupt in its chronological references to the Ptolemies with whom the 
librarians were associated. But the position assigned to Eratosthenes, next 
after Apollonius Rhodius and before Aristophanes of Byzantium, whose suc- 
cessors were (omitting καὶ ᾿Αρίσταρχος in 1241. ii, 8 as an interpolation) Apollonius 
the εἰδογράφος and Aristarchus of Samothrace, suggests that Eratosthenes’ literary 
activity hardly continued as late as the reign of Epiphanes, and if the corrupt 
Φιλοπάτορος in 1241. ii. 15 is corrected to ᾿Επιφάνους instead of Φιλομήτορος, as is 
possible, Eratosthenes’ period of office at Alexandria must have ended soon 
after the accession of Philopator in 222-1 B.c. Hence, though the difficulty 
caused by the mention of Mnaseas can be got over, that caused by the reference 
to Polemon Περὶ ἀκροπόλεως is a much more serious and probably insuperable 
obstacle to the attribution of 1611 to Eratosthenes Περὶ ἀρχαίας κωμῳδίας. More- 
over it is possible that the scholium on Aristophanes which gives Lamprocles’ 
version of the ode to Pallas is nearer to Eratosthenes’ actual words than are the 
other scholia, which agree with 1611 in quoting Phrynichus’ version (cf. 11. 162- 
5, n.), and the ode to Pallas was evidently the subject of much discussion. 
Lastly, in 1611 the sections about Caeneus and Thucydides are not, so far 
K2 
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as can be judged, specially concerned with Old Comedy, so that a later author 
than Eratosthenes is distinctly more probable. Eratosthenes may even have been 
referred to by name in the discussion of the ode to Pallas (ll. 158-9, n.), and he is 
in any case likely to have been the main source of that section of the papyrus. 
The hypothesis of the Eratosthenean authorship of the section concerning 
the ode to Pallas might be combined with the attribution of other sections 
to different grammarians; but though it is not certain that the various extracts 
are all from the same work, there is more to be said in favour of the view that 
they come from one of the mscellanzes (σύμμικτα), which were composed by several 
grammarians of the Alexandrine and Roman periods. Of these miscellanies the 
earliest known is by Callistratus the pupil of Aristophanes of Byzantium and 
composer also of a work Πρὸς τὰς ἀθετήσεις (sc. of Aristarchus) and commentaries 
on Cratinus and Aristophanes; cf. Athen. iii. 125 c-d, where the 7th book is 
quoted, R. Schmidt, De Caltistrato Aristophaneo, and Susemihl, i. 450. Another 
composer of miscellanies was Herodicus ὁ Κρατήτειος, who is chiefly known from 
‘quotations in Athenaeus from his three works, Πρὸς τὸν Φιλοσωκράτην, Σύμμικτα 
ὑπομνήματα (Athen. viii. 340 e), and Κωμῳδούμενοι (in at least six books). His 
date is disputed: Gudeman in Pauly-Wissowa, FRealenc. viii. 974, assigns him 
to the first century B.C. That the celebrated Didymus, who died in the reign of 
Augustus, wrote Σύμμικτα is attested by the Htym. Gud. 124. 2, where it is 
stated that Alexion (a first-century grammarian of Alexandria) made an epitome 
of them. The Σύμμικτα are generally identified with the Συμποσιακά of Didymus, 
which were also of a miscellaneous character; cf. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa, 
Realenc. v. 470. Suidas’, list of the works of Seleucus, the Homeric critic, who 
lived in the time of Tiberius (Gudeman, /.c.), ends καὶ ἄλλα σύμμικτα, and Seleucus 
ἐν Συμμίκτοις is cited by Schol. Apoll. Rhod. ii. 1055. Pamphila, who lived 
in the reign of Nero, wrote according to Photius (Cod. 175) thirty-three books 
συμμίκτων ἱστορικῶν ὑπομνημάτων λόγοι, which were largely used by Aulus Gellius 
and Diogenes Laertius. 1611 may well belong to one of these five writers of 
miscellanies ; but Didymus has the strongest claim to be regarded as the author, 
since in his case the existence of an epitome is also attested. In the absence 
of any clear reference to grammarians later than the second century B.C. 
Callistratus is more suitable as the composer than Herodicus, Seleucus, or 
Pamphilus, and 1611 seems to be somewhat earlier than 1012, which mentions 
both Didymus and Caecilius Calactinus, and was not composed before A.D. 50. 
Dionysius ὁ μουσικός, who is known to have discussed the authorship of the ode 
to Pallas (cf. ll. 162-5, n.) and lived in the time of Hadrian, is not at all likely 
to be the author of 1611, for his known works are all concerned with μουσική 
in some form or (if he was identical with Aelius Dionysius) lexicography, and 
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the Caeneus and Thucydides sections are not at all appropriate to him. Rufus, 
who is coupled with Dionysius (cf. 11. 162-5, n.) and is thought to have 
epitomized his Μουσικὴ ἱστορία (cf. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. v. 986), 
is, apart from other considerations, unsuitable on account of his date, which 
is probably third century or later. 

We are indebted to Mr. T. W. Allen for several suggestions in the recon- 
struction of this papyrus. 


| iki, τς 


Col. i. Col. ii. ; (ΟἹ. {|. 
lines 3 lines lost [m]rpar καθαπῖερ οἱ π7}0 
lost pee Σ--.-.-.-. 50 [AAo]}e βασιλεις [εσῴφαλη Ὁ] | ου 
Pere SOUT el ce oe jou [yap] edvvaro πῖρος ᾽] | τῆς 
Jo 30 [.. «ον νυν σ΄. epa. ἢ [vt ΑἸκουσιλαου [του] | Ap 
pas dv ovtas τεττὰ γείου καταλ[εγομενης] 
prov ρας και Tous κριτας δὴ ἱστορίας απολυσαΐι 
].*a λον ovTws τετταρὰ 55 λέγει yap περι Καινεᾳ Ϊ 
10 |o κοντα Λυσιππίοὶς ὃ ev χ ουτως Καινηι de rn 
Jee 35 Baxyats ~€ opowws δε Exarov μισγεται IToct 
Jats kat Kpativos ev Π΄λου δων επειτὰ ov yap nv 
a aie Nake αυτοις LEpov matSas [rl] ed ε 
[olre to παρὰ Θεοῴραστωι 60 κείνου our εξ αλλου ov ᾿ 
λεϊγομενον ev τῶι dev δενος ποίει avtov IIo 
40 τερωι Περι βασιλειας σε[Ἴδεων ανδρα αἀτρω 
περι του Καινεως δὸ [τοὴν ἰσχυν εχονταὰ [μεἾῖγι 
ρᾶτος τοῦτο Καὶ ovTos [olz[nlv τῶν ανθρωπων ὶ 
ἐστιν ὡς adrnOws ο τῶι 65 τῶν τοτε και OTE τις αὖ 
σκηπτρωι βασιλευὼν τον κεντοιη σίδηρωι 
45 o(v) τῶι δορατι καθαπερ ἡ χαάλκωι ἡλίσκετο μὰ 
ο Καινεὺυς αξιον yap λιστα χρηματων καὶ 
ἰκρατειν ο Καινεὺυς τωι γίγνεται βασιλεὺς ov 
[Sop]ate αλλ ovxt τῶι σζῆῃ πο τος ΔΛαπιθεων Kat τοις 


Κενταυροις πολεμεε 


σκε ἐπειτὰ στῆσας ακον 


59. τε of τεκέν corr. from ou. 72. ι of ἐπειτα added later. 


134 
Col. iv. 
[τιον εν ayopat Tourer Ὁ] 
[keAever θυειν ? θεοί] 
 σὶ δ οὐκ ela asians και ? 
Zevs ἰδων αὐτίον τα͵υτα 
ποιουντὰ απείλει και 
εφορμαι tous Κενταυρους 
KQKELVOL AUTOV κατα 
80 κοπτουσιν ορείον Κατα 
yns Kat ανωθεν πετρὴν 
επιτιθεισιν σημα και 
γαποθνηισκει" τοῦτ εἰσΊτιν 
“γαρ tows τι τῶι δορατι ap 
85 xe tov Katvea duva 
ται δὲ δια TovTov Kat TO 
παρ Evpimidn ev Adkpe 
ave τῶι δια ΚἸ]ο]ρινθου 
λεγόμενον ὑπὸ θεου 
90 Kay@ μεν ατεκνος Eye 
᾿γομὴν κεινης am> Ad 
κμεωνι ὃ ετεκε διδυ 
μα Texva πάρθενος 
εαν τις ζητη" TOS ἢ 
95 του θεου μειξις ayovos 


ἐστιν δια TOU προκει 


87. 


100 
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Col. v. 


oTt ovy |... «a -....... 


105 


I10 


115 


6n.[.... Kat? Πολεμων 


ev τῶι | ~ Περι ἀκροπο 


AVAYPAG|. σοι 
tov Mednovov ἴνιον Sire 


φανου de του Κοίαλεμου (καλου) 
μενου πατερα ἴΤουτοι ἢ 

de τὸν ovyypadiea μεν 

φασιν Ολορου υἱῖον τρι ὃ 

τον de τον Φαρσΐαλιον 

περι μεν ovy Tov [του Bre 
gavov πατρος κίαι λα 

τῶν φησιν ev tor Me 


νωνι outws [ort Oov 


— κυδιδης δυο [vers εθρε 


120 


ψεν Μελησιαῖν και Sre 
φανον" τουτουΐς emadev 
σεν" Kat Ἑρμιπῖπος o ποι 
ntns εν Ιαπεΐτωι λεγει 


κ Of ἀλκμεωνι COrT. 


Fr. 2 (tops of cols. ?). 


Col. a: 
[..] ὁ εὖ Tne Ἰωνοῖς Ομφ]α 
An κατ ἀρχὴν λεγομε 
[ν]ος Ἡρακλεοὺυς βορειος 
[ἰπ|πος ovTws opwy μεν 


125 [η]δὴ 'Πελοπος εξελαυ 


Fr 
Gol. 11. 135 serene 
1511 ov πατὶ 
ποιΐ ο δε θα 
ποιο. [ 7 Μβμεγαλί 
ge | 7 πενθεῖ 


1611. 


ἰνοῖμεν Eppn βορειον 

[ἰππον" aiverar δ᾽ οδος 
ἰδιαλ]ελυκε ὃ αὐτο Mva 
[ocas 0?] Παταρίευς ely ται] 


130 [Περι xl|pnopoly...... 
Fs. 4. 
Col. i. Col. ii 
ΤΡ ΟΡ]: Math ites τὸς και ? 155 


συ γυναι τινος εγγονΐος 
ευχίε]αι εἰναι καὶ 7a ε 
éns kat ws εκτιθετῖαι Ap 
[κτι ϑῆνος ολον αὐτηΐς 


144 |v 150 [τον] θανατον και o [.. 160 
[.. δὴ: de τὸν zpl.. 
οἷα ὁ ev) τῶ € [-|af. . 
yf 162a 
Fr, 6. 
Col. i. Col. ii. 
[koly αγναν πίαιδα At ἴα Μὴ 
[os] μεγαλου δίαμασιπ τοις [ 
165 πὸν ovTw παραΐποιει ὃ τοπὶ 
᾿διαπορουσι yap ov[k ο 180 ἀμφί 
λίγοι περι τἰουίτων κα κοις [ 
[θ]απερ “Χαμαιλεων πὸ Tal 
τερον ποτε Σ᾽ τηϊσιχορου λαβῖ 
; 170 ἐστιν ἡ Δαμπροκλῖε οσον | 


[ο]υς κ[αιπΊερ 1} του Φρυν]ι 185 χετί 
[χου ΛαμΊπροκλει μα[θη(τῃ) ὃ evpo . [ 
[Midwvos ?] προσνεμον 
[ros Kar? ΑἹριστοφανης 
[ 

[ 


175 δε ἢ παραπΊοιει λεγων ρίσμον. 
Παλλαδα] πἰεἸρσε[π]Ἰο[ λιν) 190 εἰ γε και Ϊ 
end of col. Kaz εγῖ 
169. v Of Στηΐ σιχορου corr. from s. 807] 


end of col. 


Aras αἷἶστε ? 


εἰναι Tov | 
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140 πος ποτὶ 
θαρσει πὶ 
os εμῖ 
ο «fe 

Frs. 5.- 42. 
.1.1 
σινΐ 
ad 
αφὶ 
θα 
νησεἶ 
ταις Φ[ρυνίιχος .- --- 
αφηγουμενίος Ἡν ο ὅτ 


ΠαϊλἸλα[ δα] περίσεπολιν 


ἰκληιζίω πίολεμαδο 


195 Jos mup 


205 Ἰπενΐ. 


136 THE: OXYRHAYNCHOS PAG vi 


Fr. 8. Fr Ὁ: 
Col. i. Col. ii. αλλ 
[- « “εὐ ἽΝ αξίιοι ὃ. τ εν ? με 
δ ol aera an, 220 Taty|slot? . nee = 
210 xepe . [ τα Tov Opalkov..... 
τοι oup| μεθικαν αἰποκομισα ὃ 
Biov ml....- Ελλανι 


[μ]ενο[[5]}] δὲ τον Alpioro ? 


kos ὃ εν [ταις Εθνων ? 
γ' δημον εἰς τὴν ΠΙαρον ? 


κτισεσι Ϊ 
a¥8 we ἡδύ 225 ηϊτιωντὸ περι τουτίων 
Fae ot. Παριοι και εἰς διίκα 
206 1. ἐπὸν [1. ροι Κ i 
ἘΣ rene στηρίον εἰσαγαγονΐτες 
: απεκτειναν" κίαι ἢ... 
τος Ἰης ὃ sey ρον 
ἘΠ ΤΟΙ UP Pg) ete Fr. 12. 
230. δ΄. οὐ τ ΝΥ mer tol. ayes ore oro Soe [. .]rev[ 
age) © Ἂ--τ-εει:-ν Ἰεγκηΐ. . - 250 μους οἷ 
8 ev dig Fpl) ee oe παρ ?joumial.... Δυκι 
διων εχί πο} abc 3 τε.Ϊ 
ploly και κί 245 ..japis εσχατοί. . .. pol 
235 τὴν epvOlpay or Jrovens ἡδοναῖς n? vied 
ov ἕενον [ ary ?\ndovas o de Ασσηΐ 255 ptrl 
παρατρί «ιν |e [σἸτρατευοι περίι . εκ .[ 
μα εξηνΐ end of col. [ole . [ 
yap thv..[ ov? 
240 K αν ειπεν [ ᾿ 
Pees: Εν τ." Fr. 15. Fr. 16, 
Ἰτρῖ le ταγμί[ 210 Ἰνναδοῖ 25 Inow| 
Ἰκοσμί 265 πΊρωτον Ϊ 1 4ιδου uf φη Plot de [περι ἢ 
260 ἢν add. [ Jav AaBol Odlvacevs . [ Ins ἴων [ 
joe ἡμερῖ Ἰουτω a. [ Ἰτήσω οἷ ny τι 
Jov ποτὶ Ἰωνιδουΐ Jos: καὶ Ἰντί 
πο των Ϊ ον. 


Ἰω{.1η «1 


end of col. 
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Er.17- Fryar 3. Fr. 169. Fr. 20. 
280 [Θεοδεκ Plz[n]s ὃ ev Ορεστη Ἰθνουΐ ΤῬορΐ Ἰαιοι.. 
5 : 285 Ἰπερσῖ | καθ ny Ἰουκί 
περι ὃ... “]Ἰατιας φησιν tee Ay Gas joie, 
1. θην vio ‘ i 
5 a «Kf Japas τὴς [ 295 1-: 
Hoes ol: end of col. end of col. Ἰωμί 
ΕΥ5. 21 + 22. ἘΓ 97. Fr. 24. 
ln -[- In πρι ΠῚ aN 
js de 305 Ἰειλη 310 Ἰυλί Ἰαισοῖ 
Jo | mup Jel Jeep 
300 ]-u |kos Ἰιν 71. pl 
ΑἸἹνσιπ \ra Jor| 320 ἾἸει.[ 
πος εν---Ἶ cuTws end of col. ? jov[ Ἰκμηΐ 
rel. 315. Ἰστί 
Fr, 25. Fr. 26. Fro27. Fr, 28. 
[.. «| vmarl Jas επί bet ταί 
|. . .«]ετρον [ Ἰουτί Weak aul 
πανον Kat υἱ 1B κρὶ Ἰντί evil i: 
240 OU Ore 
325 7 εγχῃϊ 330 Jo yap-[ 3356 Ἰηθοῖ pik : 
εν τοις Ϊ Ἰ. οὐυλε Ἰγριτί eee 
; Υ end of col. 
end of col. end of col. Ἰνιαΐ 
ΕἸ 209. Fr. 30. eee ΠῚ 2.2. 
7. ced top of col. Jes Ἰατοῖ 
|rpo . [ 346 | ἱππολ Ler 355 ]- epi 
Jod[ Ao στί RS ae Ἰατακοΐ 
; orl 
345  x[ Ἰαμί : εἸπιχ « [ 
lyr rel 
Jeo] 
ἘΠ} 55. ἘΠ 72: Fr. 95. Bred. 
he 2] top of col. Jews Of 
Ἰμαφυΐ Joo[ 366 Ἰς ex 370. Πτολεμίαι 
360 1. αποῖ lore ]. as τὶ Ἰστισί 


Jol 865. |rnl lef 370. 7 Of Πτολ. inserted. 
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Fr. 37. ΕΓ ἢ: Fr. 39. Fr. 40. 
55 €. | 375 |pal Ἰαιμὶ 381 Ἰδεσί 
πὶ Ἰαυΐ 1. κε. }popol 
H 19 880. dol Ἰαπερῖ 
Fr. 41. Fr. 42. Fr.43. Fr. 44. 
].« προῖ ly πρὶ Ἰν 396 vy ληΐ 
386 1. [ἡνε [ 1. γὰρ ume, ὀ μεν Ἱστοῖ 
ER ge) 390 Ἰουνοστί |rep| Ἰνταί 
1.1 1.1 395 Ἰωπί 1.1 
Fr. 45. Fe AG. Fr. 47. Fr, 48. Fr. 49. 
400 ]ro 1.1 496 1.1 I 4tt jo 
|val Ἰν αλί Ἰουλί 410 Ἶητρι .Ϊ Jee 
axes, | 405 αν] ‘ jof-]. [ end of col. kes 
Fr, 50. Fr, 51. Fr. 52. Fr. 53. 
J. τε 416 1. δο 4τ8 1. Fe 4220 Ἰυΐ..1.1 
415. Ἰαναΐ Ἰανυΐ 105 το Aol ]. τεσωσὶ 
end of col. end of col. end of col. end of col. 
Fr. 54. Fr. 55. Fr. 56. Friv57: Fr. 58. 
με Yl Ἱν ρεξῖ 426 Jrov [428 Jop.[ 430 JOA 
Ἰφυι 425 Jee [ Ἰλεῖ reed] Parr 
Kt. 9- Fr. 60. Fr. 61. Fr. 62. Frioe 
432 |. παλ᾽ Ἰυξΐ 436 «py 438 Ἰκί 440 1. ποι.Ϊ 
Ἰαρτωῖ 435 Ἰὼ. .[ \kar }.-[ 1.1 
Fr. 64. Fr. 65. Fr. 66. Fr. 67. Fr. 68. 
442 lua of 443 J..€a, 444 Ἰυσί 445 1. of Ἰν πατί 
end of col. end of col. Ixal 450 ἹἸμοιγὶ 
Jexal eA 
Ἰαισί 


ἴω. 
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> {\? a = a 
29-37. |sdvr{......Ja.. .|ov νῦν σ΄. Epa . “ἡμᾶς δύ᾽ ὄντας rérrap| αἷς καὶ τοὺς κριτάς᾽, δῆλον οὕτως 
τετταράκοντα, Λύσιππ᾽ οἷς δ᾽ ἐν Βάκχαις ε΄, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ Κρατῖνος ἐν Πλούτοις λέγει. 


‘...“us being two, and the judges four”, thus evidently forty; but Lysippus in the 
Bacchae says that they were five, and so does Cratinus in the Πλοῦτοι.᾽ 


a ‘ A ‘ -~ Aa , 
38-97. [ὅτι τὸ παρὰ Θεοφράστῳ del yd|ucvoy ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ Περὶ βασιλείας περὶ τοῦ Καινέως 
δόρατος τοῦτο" ‘Kai οὗτός ἐστιν ὡς ἀληθῶς ὁ τῷ σκήπτρῳ βασιλεύων, ο(ὐ) τῷ δόρατι καθάπερ ὁ Καινεύς." 
ἀξι(ῶ)ν γὰρ [κρα]τεῖν ὁ Καινεὺς τῷ [δόρ]ατι, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχὶ τῷ σκήϊπ]γρῳ καθά ἱ λλο]ὶ βασιλεῖ 
yap | Kp ᾧ δόρατι, Xt τῷ σκήϊπ͵γρῳ Kaban|ep of mo ὶ βασιλεῖς, 
[ἐσφάλη ἢ] οὐ [γὰρ] ἐδύνατο πἰρὸς [] τῆς [ὑπ᾽ ᾿ΑἸκουσιλά 0] ᾿Αργεί λ Ἴ ἱ f 
7 yap Προ tiers, [ὑπ σιλάου ἰ τοῦ] ᾿Αργείου καταλ] εγομένης] ἱστορίας 
a ΄ Η͂ ΄ νι a ‘ rw ay 4 
ἀπολῦσα ι΄. λέγει γὰρ περὶ Καινέα οὕτως" “ Καινῇ δὲ τῇ ᾿Ελάτου μίσγεται Ποσειδί(έδων. ἔπειτα, 
ov γὰρ ἦν αὐτοῖς ἱερὸν παῖδας τεκὲν οὔτ᾽ ἐξ ἐκείνου οὔτ᾽ ἐξ ἄλλου οὐδενός, ποιεῖ αὐτ(ὴ)ν Ποσε[]δέων 
wy ΕΣ Γ > ‘ » , “ τ , Aa » Ὗς EN" , A 
ἄνδρα ἄτρω τοὴν, ἰσχὺν ἔχοντα [uelyi[o [o> τῶν ἀνθρώπων τῶν τότε, καὶ ὅτε τις αὐτὸν κεντοίη σιδηρῷ 
ἢ χαλκῷ, ἡλίσκετο μάλιστα χρημάτων. καὶ γίγνεται βασιλεὺς οὗτος Λαπιθέων καὶ τοῖς Κενταύροις 
, a x > 
πολεμέεσκε, ἔπειτα στήσας ἀκόντιον ἐν ἀγορᾷ τούτῳ κελεύει, θύειν ? θεοῖ]σι δ᾽ οὐκ ἢε. 1... ....» καὶ Ὁ] 
Ζεὺς ἰδὼν αὐτὸν τα]ῦτα ποιοῦντα ἀπειλεῖ καὶ ἐφορμᾷ τοὺς Κενταύρους, κἀκεῖνοι αὐτὸν κατακόπτουσιν 
ΕΣ A a δ aA 4 > - “ i > ‘ > a > » A ” ‘ “ 
ὄρζθλιον. κατὰ γῆς καὶ ἄνωθεν πέτρην ἐπιτιθεῖσιν σῆμα καὶ ἀποθνήσκει. Τοῦτ᾽ ἔϊσ]τιν γὰρ ἴσως τ(ὸ) τῷ 
δόρατι ἄρχειν τὸν Καινέα, δύναται δὲ διὰ τούτου καὶ τὸ map’ Εὐριπίδῃ ἐν ᾿Αλκμέωνι τῷ διὰ Κ[ο]ρίνθου 
λεγόμενον ὑπὸ θεοῦ" 
FP We (ἂς oy, > , , >» 
κἀγὼ μὲν ἄτεκνος ἐγενόμην κείνης an(o), 
᾿Αλκμέωνι δ᾽ ἔτεκε δίδυμα τέκνα mapbévos.’ 
ἐάν τις ζητῇ πῶς ἡ τοῦ θεοῦ μεῖξις ἄγονός ἐστιν, διὰ τοῦ προκειϊμένου... 


‘That what Theophrastus says in the second book Concerning Kingship about the 
spear of Caeneus is as follows. ‘And this is the king who really rules by his sceptre, not 
by his spear like Caeneus.” For Caeneus claiming to govern by his spear, not by his sceptre 
as is the fashion of most kings, failed, because he had no power, according to the story related 
by Acusilaus the Argive, to release, He describes Caeneus as follows. ‘Caene daughter 
of Elatus was united to Poseidon; afterwards, since it was impious for them to have 
children either by him or by any one else, Poseidon made her an invulnerable man, 
possessing the greatest strength of any person then living, and when any one stabbed him 
with iron or bronze, he was conquered most certainly of all. So Caeneus became king of 
the Lapithae, and waged war with the Centaurs. Afterwards he set up his javelin in the 
market-place and bade people sacrifice to it. But this was not (pleasing ?) to the gods, and 
Zeus seeing him doing this, threatened him and stirred up the Centaurs against him; and 
they cut him down upright below the ground, and put a mass of rock above as a tomb; so 
he died.” That is apparently what is meant by Caeneus ruling by a spear, and it also 
explains what is said by the god in Euripides’ ᾿Αλκμέων ὁ διὰ Κορίνθου “ And I was without 
child by her, but she bare to Alcmaeon twin children, a virgin.” If the inquiry is made 
how union with a god is without offspring, (it is shown) through the aforesaid...’ 


Bete 204 Orb οὐχ Te vee ys πος Ἰδη . [.... Kal? Πολέμων] ἐν τῷ [. Περὶ ἀκροπόλεως 
π ----... .| dvaypag|... 2... ] τὸν Μελησίου [υἱόν, Στεϊφάνου δὲ τοῦ Κο[ζαλέμου (καλου) |- 
μένου πατέρα, [οὗτοι ἢ] δὲ τὸν συγγραφέα μέν] φασιν ᾿Ολόρου υἱ ὄν, τρί ὃἾτον δὲ τὸν Φαρσ ἅλιον. 
περὶ μὲν οὖν τοῦ [τοῦ Στε]φάνου πατρὸς κ[αὶ Πλάτων φησὶν ἐν τῷ Μένωνι οὕτως" [΄ ὅτι Θουκυδίδης 
δύο [ὑεῖς ἔθρε)ψεν Μελησίαϊν καὶ Στέ]φανον" τούτοις ἐπαίδευ)σεν. καὶ Ἕρμιππος ὁ ποιητὴς ἐν 
᾿Ιαπεϊτῷ λέγει... 


‘That...and Polemon in the [.] book Concerning the Acropolis do not... Thucydides 


...the son of Melesias and father of Stephanus called the Stupid; but they say that the 
historian was the son of Olorus, and a third was the Pharsalian. With regard to the father 
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of Stephanus Plato also says in the Jeno “ That Thucydides brought up two sons, Melesias 
and Stephanus; these he educated”. And Hermippus the poet in the Japefus says...’ 


121-30. | 6 ἐν τῇ Ἴωνος bees a9 kar’ ἀρχὴν eydopel vos ‘Hpaxdéous βόρειος [ἴπ᾽πος οὕτως" 
(ὅρων μὲν [ἢ Ἴδη Πέλοπος ἐξελαί vo |per, 
“Ἑρμῆ, βόρειον [ἵπΊ͵πον" ἄτι} νεται δ᾽ ὁδός." 

[διαλ]έλυκε δ᾽ αὐτὸ Μναΐ σέας ὁ ἢ] Παταρ[εὺς ἐν τῷ [Περὶ χ]ρησμάϊν.... 


. the northern horse of Heracles mentioned at the beginning of the Omphale of Ion 
thus: “At length from the boundaries of Pelops we drive forth, O Hermes, the northern 
horse, and the road is finished.” Mnaseas of Patara in his work Concerning Oracles has 
solved the difficulty .. .’ 


146-52. ‘... καὶ ἢ] σύ, γύναι, τίνος ἔζκγγονος edy[e|ar εἶναι ;’ 
καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς, καὶ ὡς ἐκτίθεται ᾿Αρκτῖ ? vos ὅλον αὐτῆς τὸν] θάνατον. καὶ ὁ [. ἘΣ «Ἴδης δὲ τὸν 
με κι π΄ 

*« |. and thou, lady, from whom dost thou boast thy descent?” and so on, and that 
Arctinus relates her death in full, and..... des in the 5th book of...’ 


160-76. |ras Φ[ρύϊνιχος .. ...] ἀφηγοζύ]μενζος .. .. .} “ΠαϊἰλἸλάϊδα περσέπολιν κληζἼω 
πἰ[ολεμαδόκο]ν ἁγνὰν παῖδα Διὸς] μεγάλου δίαμάσιπΊπον᾽ οὕτω παραϊποιεῖ ἢ] διαποροῦσι γὰρ οὐκ ὀἸλίγοι 
πἰ εἸρὶ τούτων, κα[ θ]άπερ Χαμαιλέων, πότερόν ποτε Στη[σιἸχόρου ἐστὶν ἢ Λαμπροκλ έο]υς, κζαίπ]ερ τοῦ 
rapes ΛαμΊ]προκλεῖ pal θη(τῇ Μίδωνος ἢ] προσνέμονϊτος. καὶ ἢ ᾿Α]ριστοφάνης [δὲ ? maparr jovet λέγων 
: a, mle Ἰρσεϊπ]ο [Aw Seay’ 


. Phrynichus relating ... “To Pallas destroyer of cities I call, to the sustainer of 
war, the pure, the child of great Zeus, the horsetamer”’ thus introduces (ἢ) it. For not a few, 
like Chamaeleon, are in doubt whether this was formerly written by Stesichorus or by 
Lamprocles, though Phrynichus attributes it to Lamprocles the pupil of Midon ©). Aristo- 
phanes also introduces it saying ‘‘ To Pallas destroyer of cities, the terrible ” 


219-28. ἜΝΟΣ OU? alert ae iene ev μεταιχμίῳ ? ἘΠ OLS. ΠΑΡ ] τὰ τῶν ϑραῶν. τι ἡ 
μεθζῆγκαν. ΓΑ ἌΣ Plevoe δὲ τὸν ᾿Α[ριστό ? |Snpov εἰς τὴν ΠΙάρον ?| ἠτιῶντο περὶ τούτ[ ὧν] οἱ Πάριοι, 
καὶ εἰς δι[κα]στήριον εἰσαγαγόιτες] ἀπέκτειναν. 


. the Ναχίδηβ.. . is a disputed frontier... the Thracians... released him. The 
Parians carried off Aristodemus to Paros and censured him for this, and after bringing him 
to trial put him to death,’ 


23-47. Fr. 26, where in 1. 329 ] 8 κρζιται can be restored (cf. Il. 31-2), is perhaps to be 
placed at the bottom of Col. i, as Allen suggests. 

2g. |s avr: the division of these letters is uncertain. ἡ can be read instead of ι. 

30. jov: ev can equally well be read. All that is visible before v is a spot of ink in 
about the middle of the line. ἧἾαν is impossible, and other vowels are improbable. 

€. €pa.: except in pa, only the bottoms of the letters are preserved. The first seems 
to be ε or wand [| may be lost between it and the second, which is rather more like ε, 6, or ¢ 
than e.g. y or 4, and does not come below the line as far as τ usually does in this hand. The 
third must be ε, o, or o, and the last can be y, 9, is], κ, μι ν, or 7. Cf. the next ἢ. 

nuas: the first person is not found elsewhere in 1611, and qyas dvovras can hardly be 
right, though possibly the participle is to be corrected to Avovras or E{tad)vovras: cf. 1. 128 
[διαἸλέλυκε. The present active of δύειν is very rare outside epic poetry. μα suits the vestiges 
very well; the lacuna between these two broken letters could take [ἢ], but not [ep]. As was 
suggested by Prof. Rostowzew, it is better to divide δυ(ο) ovras and regard nyas . . . κριτὰς as 
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a quotation from a comedy. The preceding words can also be an iambic line, ending νυν 
σε οραν. Cf αἷβο 1]. 23-7, n. : 

35. €: for 5 judges at contests of comedies cf. Schol. Ar. Birds 445 ἔκριναν κριταὶ τοὺς 
κωμικούς, οἱ δὲ λαμβάνοντες τὰς ε΄ ψήφους εὐδαιμόνουν, Hesych. πέντε κριταί" τοσοῦτοι τοῖς κωμικοῖς 
ἔκρινον οὐ μόνον ᾿Αθήνησιν ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν Σικελίᾳ, Zenobius, Ces. iii. 64 ἐν πέντε κριτῶν γούνασι κεῖται" 
++. πέντε κριταὶ τοὺς κωμικοὺς ἔκρινον, ὥς φησι Ἐπίχαρμος, which is copied by Suidas. The difficulty 
is that 4 judges (I. 32) at contests of comedies are not attested at any period, and 
what ‘ 40’ refers to is very obscure. Apart from the references quoted concerning Comedy, 
the question of the number of judges at dramatic contests and the method of selection is not 
yet very clear; cf. Miiller, Lehrd. d. griech. Biihnenalt. 368-72. In Plut. Czmon 8 the ten 
strategi appear as judges in a contest at which Sophocles won the first prize ; but it is generally 
supposed that there were normally 5 judges for tragedies as well as for comedies, and these 
were in both cases selected by lot from a larger body of ro, i.e. 1 for each tribe, this body , 
of το having been chosen by lot from a much larger number, of which the size is unknown. 
But it is not satisfactory to identify the ‘40’ with the largest body. The number ‘5’ in 
connexion with contests of comedies might also refer to the contending poets, of whom 5 are 
attested in the time of Aristophanes and in the second century B.c. (cf. Miiller, of. ect. 321), 
and these might be connected with rov?|s avr in 1. 29 and be contrasted with ἡμας dv ovras, 
not with τέσσαρας και. τοὺς kpiras. Owing to the loss of the beginning we are unable 
to suggest a satisfactory explanation of the passage ; but in view of (1) the common use of 
κριταί in connexion with dramatic contests in particular, and (2) the two references to Old 
Comedy, it remains probable that contests of comedies are in some way meant. Of the 
Bacchae of Lysippus, which seems to have been his most popular play, six fragments are 
known, and of Cratinus’ Πλοῦτοι nine. 

38. [ojr: cf. 1. 10x. The papyrus is not broken, but no trace of o is visible; it has 
more probably been obliterated than omitted by mistake. τὶ might be the beginning of 
a section of a work in the style of Aristotle’s Prodlems, but does not suit rovro in 1, 42; 
cf. the next n. 

42. tovro, we think, refers to the following quotation, like ovrws in Il. 56 and 115. 
There is no marginal indication of the beginning of a quotation here, as there is commonly 
elsewhere (cf.p. 129); but καὶ ovros is unintelligible as part of our author’s commentary. Where 
the Theophrastus quotation ends is not quite clear. It might stop after Καινεὺς in 1. 46, or 
αἀπολυσαΐι in 1. 54, Or αποθνηισκει in |. 83, where the Acusilaus quotation in any case ends 
and there are strokes in the margin, or even after Kawea in 1. 85. ‘That ll. 85-100 belong 
to Theophrastus is very unlikely, their subject being irrelevant to his treatise. We adopt 
1. 46 as the dividing-point between the Theophrastus quotation and our author’s comment. 
If Theophrastus had quoted the long Acusilaus extract, which is not in itself likely, an 
allusion to the latter would rather have been expected at the beginning of. the section, and 
below 1. 46 a paragraphus or other critical sign may have been lost. 

46. αξιον is a mistake for ἀξίων, Cf. p. 130. 

49-52. The ends of these lines are on a fragment which was originally separate, but is 
very suitably placed here, though there is no external indication that it belongs to the top 
of a column, a|jAAo|: is inadmissible in Il. 49-50. πίρος] της in 1. 51 is not atall satisfactory 
in the apparent sense of κατά with the accusative, but πίερι] is no improvement, and 
a preposition is required. y and» are the only alternatives to 7, d{1a being thus excluded 
and μίετα being also unsatisfactory. 

53. «can equally well be read in place of the r of καταλ[εγομενης, but καὶ αλίλων (with του 
instead of vm in 1. 52) makes 1. 53 much shorter than the preceding lines, though not much 
shorter than ]. 54 if ἀπολυσαίι there is right. απολυσαΐ σθαι is possible as far as the size of the 
lacuna is concerned, but would make 1. 54 unusually long. 
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55. Kawea: ΟΥ̓ Καινεαΐς. 

56. f in the margin, marking the beginning of the quotation, probably, as Allen 
suggests, means χρ(ῆσις), ie. ‘passage’; cf. Dion. Hal. De rhet. 4 and Apoll. Dysc. De synt. 
i. 119. It also occurs in Anecd. Oxon. ii. 452. 19 X ᾿Αριστοφάνους ( = Birds 1180), and in 
the Anecd. Parisinum de notis (Bergk, Zettschr. f. Alter. 1845, 88) along with the obelus, 
which occurs in ]. 116 of the papyrus, also apparently to indicate a quotation, for which the 
usual sign in papyri is the diple, e.g. in 405 (Part iii, Plate i). The obelus is explained 
in the Avecd. Paris, in accordance with its usual sense of indicating an error ; of x the writer 
says chi et ro: haec sola vix ad voluntatem untuscuiusque ad aliquid notandum pontitur. 

Kawne: Kawis, not Καινή, is the feminine form of Καινεύς elsewhere; cf. Phleg. Ἐν. 34 
οἱ αὐτοὶ (sc. Hesiod, Dicaearchus, Clearchus, Callimachus and others) ἱστοροῦσι κατὰ τὴν 
Λαπιθῶν χώραν γενέσθαι ᾿Ελάτῳ τῷ βασιλεῖ θυγατέρα ὀνομαζομένην Kawida’ tavrp δὲ Ποσειδῶνα 
μιγέντα ἐπαγγείλασθαι ποιήσειν αὐτὴν ὃ ἂν ἐθέλῃ, τὴν δὲ ἀξιῶσαι μεταλλάξαι αὐτὴν εἰς ἄνδρα, ποιῆσαι τε 
ἄτρωτον. τοῦ δὲ Ποσειδῶνος κατὰ τὸ ἀξιωθὲν ποιήσαντος μετονομασθῆναι Καινέα. Ovid, who describes 
at considerable length Caeneus’ death in JZe/am. xii. 172 sqq., also has Caenzs. Acusilaus’ 
work was largely based on Hesiod, and the story of Caeneus may have been derived from 
the poet, though in the extant remains of Hesiod Caeneus is mentioned only in Scu/. 179 
among the list of the chiefs of the Lapithae. Homer also has only one mention of him, 
A 264 Καινέα τ᾽ Ἐξάδιόν τε καὶ ἀντίθεον Πολύφημον, on which Schol. A remarks ὁ Καινεὺς 
Ἐλάτου μὲν ἦν παῖς, Λαπιθῶν δὲ βασιλεύς, πρότερον ἢν παρθένος εὐπρεπής, μιγέντος δὲ αὐτῇ Ποσειδῶνος, 
αἰτησαμένη μεταβαλεῖν εἰς ἄνδρα ἡ νεᾶνις ἄτρωτος γίνεται, γενναιότατος τῶν καθ᾽ αὑτὸν ὑπάρξας. 
καὶ δή ποτε πήξας ἀκόντιον ἐν τῷ μεσαιτάτῳ τῆς ἀγορᾶς θεὸν τοῦτο προσέταξεν ἀριθμεῖν. δι᾽ ἣν αἰτίαν 
ἀγανακτήσας 6 Ζεὺς τιμωρίαν τῆς ἀσεβείας παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ εἰσεπράξατο. μαχόμενον γὰρ αὐτὸν τοῖς 
Κενταύροις καὶ ἄτρωτον ὄντα ὑποχείριον ἐποίησε' βαλόντες γὰρ αὐτὸν οἱ προειρημένοι δρυσί τε καὶ 
ἐλάταις ἤρεισαν εἰς γῆν. μέμνηται δὲ αὐτοῦ καὶ ᾿Απολλώνιος ἐν τοῖς ᾿Αργοναυτικοῖς (i. 59), λέγων οὕτως" 
Καινέα γὰρ δὴ πρόσθεν ἔτι κλείουσιν ἀοιδοὶ Κενταύροισιν ὀλέσθαι, ὅτε σφέας οἷος ἀπ᾽ ἄλλων ἤλασ᾽ 
ἀριστήων" οἱ δ᾽ ἔμπαλιν ὁρμηθέντες οὔτε μιν ἀγκλῖναι προτέρω σθένον οὔτε δαΐξαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἄρρηκτος 
ἄκαμπτος ἐδύσατο νειόθι γαίης, θεινόμενος στιβαρῇσι καταΐγδην ἐλάτῃσιν. Eustathius’ comment on 
the verse is very similar ὁ δὲ μῦθος φύσει ἄτρωτον αὐτὸν εἶναί φησι, πλάττων καὶ ὅτι παρθένος 
εὐπρεπής ποτε γεγόνοι, καὶ Ποσειδῶνος αὐτῇ μιγέντος, αἰτησαμένη ἀνὴρ γενέσθαι καὶ ἄτρωτος μεῖναι, ὧν 
ἤθελεν ἔτυχε. λέγεται δὲ καὶ ὑπερφρονῆσαι. ἀκόντιον γάρ, φασιν, ἐν ἀγορᾷ μέσῃ πήξας εἰς ὀρθὸν θεὸν 
τοῦτο προσέταξεν ἀριθμεῖν. ὅθεν ἡ δίκη ποινὴν αὐτὸν ἀσεβείας εἰσπραττομένη πεποίηκεν ὑπὸ τοῖς 
Κενταύροις, οἱ δρυσί τε καὶ ἐλάταις εἰς γῆν ἤρεισαν ἄρρηκτον καὶ ἄκαμπτον δύντα ὑπὸ γῆν, θεινόμενον 
στιβαραῖς καταΐγδην ἐλάταις, ὥς φησιν ᾿Απολλώνιος:. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. i. 59 has μυθολογοῦσι δὲ 
τὸν Καινέα πρότερον γεγονέναι γυναῖκα, εἶτα Ποσειδῶνος αὐτῇ πλησιάσαντος μεταβληθῆναι εἰς ἄνδρα. τοῦτο 
γὰρ ἥτησε καὶ ἀτρωσίαν. ἤρισε δὲ καὶ ᾿Απόλλωνι καὶ ἐνικήθη. οὗτος ἔκελευε τοὺς παριόντας ὀμνύναι εἰς 
τὸ δόρυ αὐτοῦ: ἔνθεν ἡ παροιμία τὸ Καινέως δόρυ. τινὲς δέ φασι Καινέα συμπλεῦσαι τοῖς ᾿Αργοναύταις, 
οὐ Κόρωνον. ὁ δὲ ᾿Απολλώνιος παρὰ Πινδάρου εἴληφε λέγοντος, ὁ δὲ χλωρῇς ἐλάτῃσι τυπεὶς ᾧχετο 
Καινεὺς σχίσας ὀρθῷ ποδὶ γᾶν (=Pind. Fr. 167 Schroeder). τοῦτο δὲ αὐτῷ συνέβη διὰ τὸ μήτε 
θύειν μήτε εὔχεσθαι τοῖς θεοῖς, ἀλλὰ τῷ ἑαυτοῦ δόρατι. διὸ Ζεὺς ἐφορμᾷ αὐτῷ τοὺς Κενταύρους, 
οἵτινες κατὰ γῆν αὐτὸν ὠθοῦσιν. Agatharchides’ description (De mar? Eryth, 7) is ἔτι Καινέα τὸν 
Λαπίθην τὸ μὲν am ἀρχῆς γενέσθαι παρθένον καὶ γυναῖκα, ἡβήσαντα δὲ εἰς ἄνδρα μεταστῆναι, τὸ δ᾽ 
ὕστατον εἰς τὴν γῆν ὑπὸ τῶν Κενταύρων καταδῦναι ταῖς ἐλάταις τυπτόμενον, ὀρθόν τε καὶ ζῶντα. The 
connexion. between some of these passages and the Acusilaus extract is very close, especially 
in the earlier part of Schol. A on A 264 (followed by Eustathius), and the later part of 
Schol. Apoll. Rhod. i. 59, where Acusilaus is either slightly paraphrased or reproduced. 
Evidently Acusilaus was the chief authority for the Caeneus legend, though 6. g. the details 
about the request to be made into a man, which are absent in Acusilaus and are elaborated 
Νὴ Schol. Luc. Gad/. 19 somewhat differently, are probably derived from another mytho- 
ogist. 
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59. tepov: a diaeresis above « may be lost. Acusilaus’ remark seems very naive in 
the light of the number of legends about children of the gods by mortals; and it is not 
surprising that in ll. 85-100, the union of gods and mortals is further discussed by our 
author with a parallel from Euripides. 

texév: most of the fourth letter has disappeared in a lacuna; but after « is part of 
a stroke which suits the beginning of ε, and the end of a horizontal stroke joining the 
middle of ν survives, which excludes rexew, the ordinary Ionic form, found e.g. in Hdt. 
vi. 131, but of course with a circumflex accent. τεκέειν is an altogether impossible reading, 
though parallels for such a form are not wanting in Hdt.; cf. Smyth, onic Dialect, ὃ 602. 
rexéev is just possible as a reading, but much less probable than rexev, because (1) the lacuna 
is not large enough for ee with cross-bars as long as that in the e after r, (2) the accent, with 
the reading ee, would really be on the second e, not the first, where it ought to have been 
placed, (3) though the Ionic second aorist infinitive in «iv is ultimately derived from -éev 
(cf. Smyth, ἃ c.), that form of the infinitive is not found in either Hdt. or Ionic inscriptions, 
any more than in the MSS. of Homer, so that Acusilaus, though a writer of considerable 
antiquity, is not at all likely to have used the form τεκέεν, nor would the corrector of the 
papyrus have been likely to ascribe it to him by error. τεκέν is a Doric form, parallel to 
ἐξελέν, ἀγαγέν, &c. (cf. Kiihner-Blass, Gramm. i. 2, p. 58), and, the present extract being the 
sole authority for Acusilaus’ dialect, does not require to be altered to τεκεῖν, especially since 
Dorisms tend to occur in Ionic, and the corrector has put the right accent on the form, not 
merely omitted ε. 

exewov; i.e. Poseidon, as is clear from εξ αλλοὺυ ovdevos, in spite of the confusion of 
genders in]. 61. Cf. also Plut. Zhes. 20 τεκεῖν ἐκ Θησέως ᾿Αριάδνην Οἰνοπίωνα. 

61. avrov: 1]. avrny. 

63. [με]γι[σ]τίη]ν : cf. γενναιότατος τῶν καθ᾽ αὑτόν in Schol. A quoted in 1. 56, n. 

66. κεντοιη: OF κεντοι yn. Herodotus avoids optatives in -m and does not contract -eo 
after a consonant, so that Acusilaus’ usage was in any case not parallel to his. φοροίη 
occurs in Homer ¢ 320, πλουτοίη in Tyrtaeus, συμμαρτυροίη in Solon, δοκοίη in Heraclitus, 
while Hippocrates prefers -ow to -εοι. On the other hand Theognis has φιλοῖ, and ‘ even in 
prose there is ample support for o after consonants as well as after vowels’ (Smyth, of. εἴ, 
P. 531; cf § 651). 

67-8. μαλιστα χρηματων : the lexicons do not afford any parallels for this expression. 

43-4. For the suggested restoration of these lines cf. the scholiasts quoted in 1. 56, ἢ. 

75. The letter following ne can be ν. σι ὃ ov και ε. [ is inadmissible, εἰ being the only 
alternative to ἡ. No word meaning ‘worshipped’ seems suitable, and θεοι]σι ὃ κτλ, is 
apparently to be connected with what follows rather than with the preceding sentence, so 
that a word meaning ‘pleasing’ would be appropriate (nev [ηδὺ ?). 

80. opeov is evidently a mistake for ορθιον, as remarked by Allen; cf. ὀρθῷ ποδί in the 
Pindar fragment and ὀρθόν in Agatharchides, both quoted in ]. 56,n. The Ionic form of 
ὄρειον would be ovpecov, and that word is quite inappropriate here. , 

84. τι 15 for το. 

85-6. A predicate for δυναται would be expected in place οἵ δια τούτου, e.g. τοῦτο 
OF σον. 

87-93. Of Euripides’ ᾿Αλκμέων ὁ διὰ Κορίνθου only three fragments are known with 
certainty (Frs. 74, 75, 77 Nauck), but the argument of it is described by Apollodorus ii. 7. 7, 
who calls the children in question (Amphilochus and Tisiphone) παῖδας δύο, not twins as in 
1. 92. Their mother (the παρθένος of 1. 93) was Manto, daughter of Tiresias, and the θεός 
of 1. 89 is evidently Apollo; cf. Apollod. iii. 7. 4 πέμπουσιν ᾿Απόλλωνι καὶ τὴν Τειρεσίου θυγατέρα 
Μαντώ, and Lp. 6. 3, where in a different legend Mopsus is called the son of Apollo and 
Manto. 
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97. The verb in the apodosis may well have been δηλοῦται, as Rostowzew suggests. 

1o1-11. The restoration of Il, 102-3 Πολεμων .. . axporo|\ews is due to Stuart Jones ; 
cf. int. and Marcellinus, Veta Thuc. δὲ 16-17 ὅτι yap” Odopds ἐστιν ἡ στήλη δηλοῖ ἡ ἐπὶ τοῦ τάφου 
αὐτοῦ κειμένη, ἔνθα κεχάρακται' Θουκυδίδης ᾿Ολόρου ᾿Αλιμούσιος (in ὃ 55 the inscription is quoted 
on the authority of Antyllus). πρὸς yap ταῖς Μελιτίσι πύλαις καλουμέναις ἐστὶν ἐν Κοίλῃ τὰ καλούμενα 
Κιμώνια μνήματα, ἔνθα δείκνυται Ἡροδότου καὶ Θουκυδίδου τάφος. εὑρίσκεται (89?) δῆλον ὅτι τοῦ 
Μιλτιάδου γένους ὦν" ξένος γὰρ οὐδεὶς ἐκεῖ θάπτεται. καὶ ἸΤολέμων δὲ ἐν τῷ Περὶ ἀκροπόλεως τούτοις 
μαρτυρεῖ, ἔνθα καὶ Τιμόθεον υἱὸν αὐτῷ γεγενῆσθαι προσιστορεῖ, and ὃ 28 ἐγένοντο Θουκυδίδαι πολλοί, 
οὗτός τε ὁ ᾽Ολόρου παῖς καὶ δεύτερος δημαγωγός, Μελησίου, ὃς καὶ Περικλεῖ διεπολιτεύσατο" τρίτος δὲ 
γένει Φαρσάλιος, οὗ μέμνηται Πολέμων ἐν τοῖς Περὶ ἀκροπόλεως, φάσκων αὐτὸν εἶναι πατρὸς Μένωνος. 
There were four books of the Περὶ ἀκροπ. according to Strabo ix. p. 396. The letter 
following δὴ in ]. 102 is very uncertain, only a spot of ink at the bottom of the line being 
preserved, which indicates an angular letter (a or A) or else one beginning with a vertical 
stroke (e.g. μ, ν, or π) rather than a round letter such as σ. ἀναγραφ in 1. 105 (Ψ 15 the only 
alternative for Φ) suggests an inscription about Thucydides son of Melesias and father of 
Stephanus, parallel to that apparently mentioned by Polemon in the same work with 
reference to the historian; and in fact Athen. vi. 234d states that Polemon γράψας περὶ 
παρασίτων φησὶν οὕτως"... ἐν Κυνοσάργει μὲν οὖν ἐν τῷ "Ηρακλείῳ στήλη tis ἐστιν, ἐν ἧ ψήφισμα μὲν 
᾿Αλκιβιάδου, γραμματεὺς δὲ Στέφανος Θουκυδίδου... This stele may well be identified with or 
connected with the ἀναγραφή here, especially since the paternity of Stephanus seems to the 
point with which our author is most concerned (cf. ll. 112 sqq.); but the Athenaeus quotation 
is generally assigned to Polemon’s Περὶ ὀνομάτων ἀδόξων ἐπιστολή (Athen. ix. 409 d), and 
Polemon was there clearly concerned with the meaning of παράσιτος, not with Thucydides, 
so that in any case our author’s reference to Polemon Περὶ ἀκροπόλεως was not to the 
passage quoted by Athenaeus. For Κοίαλεμου in 1. 107 (suggested by Allen) cf. Plut. 
Cimon 4 Κίμων δὲ... καὶ τῷ πάππῳ Κίμωνι προσεοικὼς τὴν φύσιν, ὃν δὲ εὐήθειάν φασι Κοάλεμον 
προσαγορευθῆναι, and Aeschines Socraticus quoted by Athen. v. 220 Ὁ Ἱππόνικον μὲν τὸν Καλλίου 
Κοάλεμον προσαγορεύει. ‘The o is nearly certain, but it is necessary to suppose the omission of 
καλου owing to homoioteleuton. Upon the restoration of the end of |. 108 depends the 
sense of the whole passage. Starting from the fact that Polemon according to Marcellinus 
mentioned both Thucydides the historian and Thuc. the Pharsalian (a proxenus of the 
Athenians in 411 B.c.; cf. Thuc. viii. 92) in the Περὶ ἀκροπ., we think that φασι in 1. 110 
includes Polemon (]. 102), and therefore in ll. ror—2 the name of another author is to be 
supplied, to which 6) .[ in 1. 102 may belong, [ovro: in 1. 108 referring to both names. For 
tptlrov in 1. 110 cf. Marcellinus ὃ 28 quoted above. The general sense of Il. 101-11 seems 
to be that Polemon Περὶ ἀκροπ. and another author referred to not one Thucydides only 
(ἕνα or ἑνικῶς may have followed οὐχ in 1. ror) on the evidence of an inscription (? δι], or ἐξ], 
ἀναγραφ ὧν in 1]. 104-5), but to three in all. A mention of Thucydides by name is expected 
before ]. 106, and Θουκυδι] δὴν can well be restored in ll. ro1-2 (in which case there is room 
for only a very short name after it before xa, and roy in 1. 106 is probably av]lrov), or 
Θουκυδιδην] | roy can be read in ll, 105-6; but a restoration of the whole passage is scarcely 
possible. The hypothesis that ovy qualifies the whole sentence and the point is that Polemon 
did not mention (δηλ[οι could be read in 1]. 102) the son of Melesias, but only the other two 
persons. called Thucydides, is unsatisfactory, for though Marcellinus does not refer to 
Polemon in connexion with the son of Melesias, Polemon of course knew about the 
politician, and ἀναγραφ does not at all suggest that οὐχ is to be connected with a verb 
meaning ‘mentioned’. A different sense would be obtained by restoring [αλλοι in 1. 108 as 
the subject of φασι, contrasted with Πολέμων in 1. 102, who would then stand by himself. 
To get rid of the supposed author coupled with Polemon is an advantage, but with rp:|rov in 
1, 110 the passage would then produce a marked conflict with Marcellinus’ statements that 
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Polemon referred to the historian and the Pharsalian in the Περὶ dxpor. This difficulty could 
be somewhat lessened by restoring rov||rov instead of rpx||rov in 1. 110, and supposing the 
general sense to be that Polemon identified a certain Thucydides with the son of Melesias, 
while others maintained that he was the Pharsalian. But the reference to the son of Olorus 
then becomes rather pointless, especially in view of the circumstance that Polemon is known 
from Marcellinus to have produced evidence for the ancestry of the historian. 

113-19 Cf. Meno 94 ο ἐνθυμήθητι ὅτι Θουκυδίδης κτλ. One MS. (F) has ὁ Θουκ., which is 
possible here, and before τούτους in 1. 118 the MSS. insert καί, A similar passage occurs in the 
Pseudo-Platonic Περὶ ἀρετῆς 378 a, where it is stated with regard to Melesias and Stephanus 
τόν γ᾽ ἕτερον μέχρι γήρως βιοῦντα, τὸν δ᾽ ἕτερον πόρρω mavv. Melesias is a character in the 
Laches, but nothing more is known about Stephanus, except the inscription discussed in 
the preceding n. For the obelus against 1, 116 cf. 1. 56, n. 

I1g—20. Eppun|mos o ποιητης ; the title is added to distinguish him from the philosopher, 
ὁ Καλλιμάχειος. ‘The poet was older than Eupolis and Aristophanes according to Suidas. 
The titles of nine of his comedies are known, but not the /apetus. 

121. Ιωνοΐς Ouplady: the Omphale was a satyric drama, of which sixteen fragments are 
known. Another quotation from it perhaps occurred in ll. 277 sqq. 

123. (vp) HpaxAcous should perhaps be read, Heracles being then the speaker of the two 
lines; cf. 1. 89 λεγομενον ὑπὸ θεου. As the text stands, the subject of e£ehav| vo juev may be 
the satyrs, not Heracles. With βορειος [ur|ros (so Allen) cf. Homer ¥ 221 866. τοῦ τρισχίλιαι 
immo... τάων καὶ Βορέης ἤράσσατο βοσκομενάων. Perhaps Bopecos should be written. 

124-5. opwv... Πελοπος: cf. Fr. 24 (Nauck) of the Omphale καὶ Σαρδιανὸν κόσμον εἰδέναι 
χροὸς ἄμεινον ἢ τὸν Πέλοπος ἐν νήσῳ τρόπον. The scene of the Omphale was laid in Lydia 
(cf. Frs. 22, 23, 27). Possibly Heracles had been sent by Omphale to fetch one of the 
horses sprung from Boreas which belonged to Pelops; cf. the legend of the capture of 
the horses of Diomedes, which Heracles gave to Eurystheus (Apollod. ii. 5. 8). But the 
plot of the Omphale is very obscure. 

127. atverat, which would mean ‘is winnowed’, is obviously an error for avera: cf. e.g. 
Homer K 251 pada yap νὺξ ἄνεται. 

128, [διαλ]ελυκε 5: on the analogy of the preceding lines two letters before λίελυκε would 
be preferable, but probably the column sloped away a little to the left, though o in 1. 129 
can be omitted. και A]ehuxe 8 is also possible, the simple verb as well as διαλύειν being used 
for solving difficulties. Cf. for cat... δέ ll. 174-5, n. 

128-9. Μναΐσεας o?| Παταρίευς: cf. int. and Susemihl i. 679. 1611 agrees with the 
scholia on Hesiod, Pindar, and Lucian in giving Patara (in Lycia) as his birthplace, while 
the MSS. of Athenaeus and Photius call him ὁ Πατρεύς, i.e. from Patrae in Achaea, but in 
the light of 1611 are to be emended to ὁ Παταρεύς. With regard to the title of his work on 
oracles Schol. Pindar, OJ. ii. 70 calls it Περὶ χρησμῶν, while Schol. Hesiod, Zheag. 117 calls 
it ἡ τῶν Δελφικῶν χρησμῶν συναγωγή. 1611 seems to agree with the former, but τηΐι | των 
χ]ρησμαΐν συναγωγὴι is a possible reading. 

135-43. The coronis after ]. 138 probably indicates a following quotation (cf. 1. 115 
and int. p. 129), to which @apoe in 1. 141 may well belong. Allen suggests Πενθεζσιλεια 

..in 1. 139 and θαρσει Πενθεσίλεια in 1. 141, i.e. a quotation from the Aethiopis of 
Arctinus, which is perhaps cited in ll. 145-50; cf. ll. 148-9, n. But os (probably és) εμί in 
1,142 does not suit this hypothesis, and the colour of Frs. 3 and 4 is different, so that 
a connexion between them is unlikely. Lines 136-8 might also be hexameters, as Allen 
remarks, 6, δ. ov πατΐερα κληισασ(α)) ο δε Gal. Ἦν 

146. εγγονῖος : this spelling of ἔκγονος occurs in Attic inscriptions down to 300 8.0. and 
in Ptolemaic inscriptions and papyri (cf. Mayser, Gramm. d. griech. Pap. p. 228); but is 
not legitimate in hexameters. Ὁ 
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148-9. Ap|kru?|os: [Ax ?|aos can equally well be read, or possibly [. Aus. Achaeus 
wrote tragedies entitled “Adpacros, ᾿Αζᾶνες, "AOda, ᾿Αλφεσίβοια, Θησεύς, Κύκνος, Μοῖραι, Μῶμος, 


Οἰδίπους, Πειρίθους, Φιλοκτήτης, and Φρίξος, one of which may have described the death of the © 


woman in question ; but if the author mentioned in ]. 149 also wrote the hexameter verse 
quoted in 1, 146 (which is probable, but not clear), he is not likely to have been Achaeus. With 
Ap|kre]vos (Allen) the quotation would come from the Aeshzopzs, the woman being Penthesilea 
and the speaker presumably Achilles ; cf. ll. 135-43, ἢ. εκτιθετῖαι may, however, end 1. 148. 

150-2. It is not possible to restore Σιμωνιδης ἜΑ τω] ε [πα]ιαΐνων. 

154. Not more than one line, if any, is lost before the top of the column, twenty-four 
lines being accounted for, if Fr. 43, which is referred to the middles of Il. 160-2 a, is rightly 
placed, as is practically certain. That Fr. 5 belongs to the upper part of the column of which 
Fr. 6. iis the bottom is indicated by the colour of the verso besides the suitability of the 
resulting restoration. 

158-9. καὶ θαΐπερ φησιν Ἐρατοσθε͵νης (Allen) can be restored ; cf. ll. 162-5, n. and int. 

160. Φ[ρυἼήιχος ΣΦ ῸΠῚ αὐ τ ev Ϊ ταις Φ[ρυνιχου dats | αφηγο[ υἹμενΐου is unlikely on account 
of the verb in 1]. 165 (παραίποιει ἢ). 

161. Perhaps αφηγοἰυΐμενζος ovras, 


162—5. Cf. Ar. Clouds 967 ἢ “Παλλάδα περσέπολιν Sewav’ ἢ ‘tndémopdv τὶ βόαμα᾽, where 
5 ΘΟ. 4 f Pp 


Schol. RV have ἀρχὴ ᾷσματος Φρυνίχου, ὡς ᾿Ερατοσθένης φησίν (py. ὡς "Ep. Spur. V), Φρύνιχος 
(δὲ V, om. R) αὐτοῦ τούτου τοῦ ἄσματος μνημονεύει ὡς Λαμπροκλέους ὄντος Παλλάδα περσέπτολιν 
κλήιζω πολεμαδόκον ἁγνὰν παῖδα Διὸς μεγάλου, and Schol. Ald. has... Λαμπροκλέους εἶναί φασιν 
᾿Αθηναίου, τοῦ Μίδωνος υἱοῦ, ἔχει δὲ οὕτως" Παλλάδα περσέπολιν κτὰλ., aS in Schol. RV, but adding 
δαμάσιππον after μεγάλου. ἄλλως. οὕτως ᾿Ερατοσθένης" Φρύνιχος αὐτοῦ τούτου τοῦ ᾷσματος μέμνηται ὡς 
Λαμπροκλέους ὄντος τοῦ Μίδωνυς υἱοῦ ἢ μαθητοῦ" ἔχει δὲ οὕτως Παλλάδα περσέπολιν δεινὴν θεὸν 
ἐγρεκύδοιμον ποτικλήιζω πολεμαδόκον ἁγνὰν παῖδα Διὸς μεγάλου δαμάσιππον, καὶ κατὰ Λαμπροκλέα 
ὑποτίθησι κατὰ λέξιν. Schol. Aristid. 217 Dindorf (in reference to the Aristophanes line) has 
εἶδος τοῦτο ᾷσματος καὶ ἀρχή" τὸν δὲ ποιητὴν αὐτοῦ Ῥοῦφος καὶ Διονύσιος (time of Hadrian) ἱστοροῦσιν 
ἐν τῆι Μουσικῆι (SC. ἱστορίαι) Φρύνιχόν τινα, ἄλλοι δέ φασι Λαμπροκλέα ἢ Στησίχορον. τὸ δὲ “ δεινὴν ᾿ 
ἀντὶ TOD κλήσω κεῖται παρὰ τῶι κωμικῶι' τὸ γὰρ ἄσμα οὕτως ἔχει ‘ Παλλάδα περσέπολιν κλήσω πολε- 
μαδόκον ἁγνὰν παῖδα Διὸς μεγάλου δαμάσιππον (δαμνηπλον Or δαμνηπωλον MSS.) ἄιστον (corrupt) 
παρθένον. ‘These passages are discussed by Wilamowitz, Zesxigesch. d. griech. Lyr. 84-5. 
There were evidently at least two versions of the hymn. 1611 agrees with.the version in 
the first note in Schol. Ald., which is really the same as that of Schol. RV and Schol. 
Aristid., the former scholium merely omitting δαμάσιππον and the latter having κλήσω for 
κλήιζω and adding two words at the end. This, the shorter of the two versions, was that 
of Phrynichus, as is clear from 1611, and was rightly stated by Schol. RV and Schol. 
Aristid., whereas the first note in Schol. Ald. wrongly assigned it to Lamprocles. The 
longer version, i.e. that of Lamprocles, with which Aristophanes’ citation, so far as it goes, 
agrees, was given in the second note in Schol. Ald., where the authorship is not clearly 
indicated. None of the scholia makes it clear which Phrynichus is meant. The lyric and 
tragic poet was formerly supposed to be indicated, but now the Phrynichus in question 


whether understood or not by the scholiasts (cf. Wilamowitz, /. c.), is generally considered to - 


be the comic poet. 1611 also makes no clear sign on this point, but the way in which 
Phrynichus and Aristophanes are coupled (παραποιεῖ is apparently used with regard to both; 
cf. the next n.) favours the identification with the comic poet. The brief statements in 
Schol. RV may be derived from our author’s fuller discussion, if he was reproducing Erato- 
sthenes or, as is possible but not likely (cf. int.), was Eratosthenes himself. The other 
scholia do not seem to be specially connected with 1611. 

165. παραΐποιει: cf. 1. 175 παραπΊοιε. The word can mean either ‘imitate’ or 
‘introduce ’, 
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168. Χαμαιλεων ; οἷ, p. 129. His work Περὶ κωμῳδίας is cited by Athen, ix. 374 a. 

171. The omission of the superfluous «is indicated by both a dot above it (cf. e.g. 1624) 
and a stroke through it. 

172-3. pal6n(rn) | Μιδωνος ἢ]: μα may be at the end of the line, but μα[[θητηι] does not 
fill the lacuna and is unintelligible. The suggested restoration is very doubtful, but brings 
the passage into connexion with Schol. Ald. on Ar. Clouds 967 (quoted in ll. 162-5, n.) 
Μίδωνος υἱοῦ ἢ μαθητοῦ, and there is no objection to μα[θη], if the last two letters were written 
small, as often happens at the end of a line. Schol. Plat. Adczd. i. 387 makes Lamprocles 
the pupil of Agathocles and teacher of Damon. μαΐ can hardly be an adjective of place, 
for Lamprocles was an Athenian. 

174-5. For ca... de cf. Il. 128, n., 150-1, 228-9. 

183. AaB: or λαθΐ. 

195. sup: cf. 1. 306. But Fr. 7 does not belong to the same column as Frs, 21-2. 

202. γνη] is perhaps γνηΐσιος in some form. γιγνηΐται cannot be read, p or v being the 
only alternatives for τ. 

212-14. Ἑλλανιΐτος 5 ev [ras Ἑθνων ἢ] κτισεσι: the restoration is due to Allen. The 
works variously entitled Περὶ ἐθνῶν, ᾿Εθνῶν dvopacia, Κτίσεις, Κτίσεις ἐθνῶν καὶ πόλεων (Hellan. 
Fr. 109 from Steph. Byz. ; 1611 seems to have had ἐθνῶν or πόλεων alone), and perhaps Περὶ Χίου 
κτίσεως, are all considered to be identical by Gudeman in Pauly-Wissowa, Rea/lenc. viii. 136-7. 

216. κ' for x(a’) occurs as early as the end of the first century in the ᾿Αθηναίων Πολιτεία 
papyrus. 

218-28. Cf. int. p. 129. 

222-3. μεθικαν alrroxopica|p?|evor Se: the vestige of the letter following kay is too slight 
to be a real clue, but suggests a or A more than a letter beginning with a vertical stroke, 
or round. eO(e)ccay = μεθῆκαν is much more likely than μεθ txav .| (i.e. some part of ἱκανός), 
for there is hardly room for a substantive in 1. 222 as well as the beginning of a participle. 
In Dittenberger, Or. Gr. Jnscr. 55. 6, apeixev is apparently a mere variation of spelling for 
ἀφῆκεν, which occurs in 1. 13, not a perfect, as regarded by Mayser, of. εἰ]. p. 331. 

223. The correction is by the first hand; cf. p. 130. The reading of the letter after τὸν 
is very doubtful, but a or A suits better than any other letter. 

224. Dlapov: cf. 1.226. But η, κ, μι ν or y.[ ore.| can be read in place of π᾿ 

228-9. Cf. ll. 174-5, ἢ. 

231. If the paragraphus is rightly placed (cf. however ll. go-1, where it is not), αρισταί 
_ is not to be connected with ll. 232 sqq., so that Αρισταίρχος is not very likely. Apurto φανης 
cannot be read. 

245. evxaror: the second letter might be y or «, the third a or A, the last ν. 

247. 0 δὲ Agon|: no personal name beginning thus is known, but there might be 
a reference to the places “Aconpa or ᾿Ασσησός or adjectives derived from them. Neither 
Ασσις | nor Ασσιοῖς is admissible ; Ασσωαρος (a river in Sicily so spelled in Thue. vii. 84) 
is possible, but seems too long, even with el στρατευοι in 1. 248, while Ασσιν[αρο]ν [σ]τρα- 
revot, Which is possible as a reading, gives no construction. The division as σηΐ (or σιν) 
does not suggest any suitable word. 

208. Perhaps Σιμ]ωνιδου. 

2470. Ἰνυαδοῖ : the third letter could be read as A. The division ma?]v αδοί is more 
probable than |» υαδοί. 

278. Possibly Ομφαΐλην : οἵ, 1. 121, n. 

280. [Θεοδεκ]τίη]ς : the tip of a vertical stroke below the line suits τ, and is inconsistent 
with the terminations of Kapxivos, Εὐριπίδης, or Τιμησίθεος, who are the only other tragic poets 
known to have written an Orestes. Of Theodectes’ play with that title only one line 
1s extant, 
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281. ε above the line is cursively written ; Ch po 180. 
283. |.8[.Juos d[.: va is possible in place of «8, and a or A instead of 6 after Juos. 
Δ]ιδ᾽ υ]αος δῖε can be restored, but this line may belong to the quotation from the Oresées ; 

Cimint Ρ. 120. 

301. Avown| ros: chal 34. 

303. |»rp[: Frs. 21 and 22 join here, the tail of the p being on Fr. 22. 

306. mup: cf. 1. 195, n. 

327-31. Cf. ll. 23-7, ἢ. 

339. After τὴ is an erasure with perhaps one or two letters above it. 

341. λιρί is more likely to be connected with λείριον than with λιρός. It does not seem 
possible to read api. 


359. Ἰμαφυΐ : possibly Ep |uapp| odie. 
369-70. Allen suggests Baca|ews Φ[ιλοπατορος] (or Φ[ιλαδελῴου) Πτολεμίαιου: but if so 
the order of the words is unusual. 
392-5. Fr. 43 has been assigned to ll. 160-2 a. 
442. There is no other instance in 1611 of a stop in the middle position, and it is 
very doubtful whether Fr. 64 belongs to this papyrus. 


1612. ORATION ON THE CULT OF CAESAR. 


28-2 X12 cm. Third century. 


This papyrus, which was found with 1606-8, &c., and concludes the 
publication of the first of the three large finds of literary papyri in 1905-6 
(cf. 1606. int.), belongs to a speech of a novel character, the subject of it being 
the cult of a Roman Emperor, who is called simply ‘Caesar’. One column 
of forty lines is fairly well preserved, and there are beginnings of lines of a second 
column, besides a small detached scrap, which does not seem to belong to Col. i. 
The handwriting is a not very elegant specimen of the sloping oval third-century 
type. The beginnings of the lines, which contain 15-20 letters, slope away 
to the left in a marked degree, and the ends are decidedly uneven. Paragraphi 
and frequent high stops occur. « adscript is written in 1. 27, but in 1. 11 its 
insertion is doubtful. A correction in 1. 12 is in a different hand, which used 
lighter ink, but seems to be not appreciably later than the first. In ll. 22-5 
apparent corruptions have not been altered. 

The main purport of the oration, so far as it can be ascertained, was the 
opposition of the speaker to the cult of Caesar as practised in his own city 
(l. 26 ἐνθάδε), or rather to certain extensions of it or novelties (cf. 1. 1, n.) 
proposed by his adversaries. To Caesar-worship in general he does not seem 
to have been opposed, for in Il. 22 544. he expressly deprecates ἀσέβεια towards 
Caesar, and disclaims any wish to deprive him of the ‘glory of immortality’. In 
addressing his audience he habitually used the second person plural (Il. 30 sqq.), 
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while his opponents are also spoken of in the plural (1. 11 pac); but in 1. 10 
[β]ούλοιτο a single adversary seems to be indicated, and in 1. 1 the second person 
singular is apparently used, with reference to an opponent more probably than 
to himself in an objection placed in the mouth of an adversary. The first six 
lines are too incomplete to be restored: a new sentence began in 1. 7, as is shown 
by the paragraphus. The speaker refers to the rites performed in honour of 
Caesar, and strongly asserts his satisfaction that these were not invented by his 
fellow countrymen (ἡμεῖς), but at Nicaea by an individual whom he declines 
to describe (ll. 9-17). His argument is that this cult ought to be left to the 
Nicaeans, and that the observance of it at his own city would be as impious to 
Caesar as the celebration of the Eleusinian mysteries at any other city than 
Athens would be to Demeter (ll. 17-29; this interpretation rests on two rather 
violent alterations in the text, which are, we think, absolutely necessitated 
by the context; cf. 1. 22, n.). Evidently conscious that he was treading on 
dangerous ground, the orator then declares his intention of proving that his 
own views were not really derogatory to the immortality of Caesar (ll. 30-5) ; 
but the text becomes fragmentary at this point, a contrast being apparently 
drawn in 11. 35-40 between the previous and the existing cults at the city 
in question. From Col. ii nothing of importance can be gleaned. 

The boldness of the speaker in dealing with so delicate a topic as Caesar- 
worship is striking, and one would gladly have learnt more of his views on this 
interesting subject. As the fragment stands, it is difficult, perhaps impossible, 
to reconstruct the background of the situation with any approach to certainty. 
The first questions to arise are (1) what place was meant by ἐνθάδε in 1. 26, and 
(2) which, if any particular emperor was meant by ‘Caesar’? The reference 
to Nicaea as the starting-place of the cult to which the speaker objected suggests 
a connexion with the well-known description of the origin of Caesar-worship in 
Dio Cassius li. 20 Καῖσαρ δὲ ἐν τούτῳ (sc. 29 B.C.) τά τε ἄλλα ἐχρημάτιζε καὶ τεμένη 
τῇ τε Ῥώμῃ καὶ τῷ πατρὶ τῷ Καίσαρι ἥρωα αὐτὸν Ἰούλιον ὀνομάσας ἔν τε ᾿Εφέσῳ καὶ ἐν 
Νικαίᾳ γενέσθαι ἐφῆκεν. αὗται γὰρ τότε αἱ πόλεις ἔν τε τῇ ᾿Ασίᾳ καὶ ἐν τῇ Βιθυνίᾳ 
προετετίμηντο. καὶ τούτους μὲν τοῖς Ῥωμαίοις τοῖς παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς ἐποικοῦσι τιμᾶν προσέτο ξε' 
τοῖς δὲ δὴ ξένοις (Ἔλληνας σφᾶς ἐπικαλέσας) ἑαυτῷ τινα, τοῖς μὲν ᾿Ασιανοῖς ἐν Περγάμῳ, 
τοῖς δὲ Βιθυνοῖς ἐν Νικομηδείᾳ τεμενίσαι ἐπέτρεψε. καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἐκεῖθεν ἀρξάμενον καὶ ἐπ᾽ 
ἄλλων αὐτοκρατόρων οὐ μόνον ἐν τοῖς ᾿Βλληνικοῖς ἔθνεσιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις ὅσα 
τῶν Ῥωμαίων ἀκούει ἐγένετο. Dio’s statement that the temples at Pergamum and 
Nicomedia were dedicated to Augustus alone requires modification, since it 
conflicts with the statements of Tacitus, Azz. iv. 37, that the temple at Pergamum 
was dedicated to Augustus and Rome, and of Suetonius, Aug. 52, that Rome was 
regularly associated with Augustus in the provincial cults; cf. Kornemann, 
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Klio, i. y8. The correspondence between the papyrus and Dio would be made 
most exact by supposing the speaker in 1612 to be a Roman (which is in any 
case probable), and ‘ Caesar’ to be Julius throughout. ἐνθάδε, with which Nicaea 
is so vehemently contrasted, might well be Nicomedia; for the two cities were 
long engaged in feud on the question of the headship of Bithynia, and the 
dispute was sufficiently important to be the subject of an oration by Dio Chrysostom 
(no. 38), recommending his compatriots of Nicomedia to come to terms with 
Nicaea. The hypothesis that the speaker in 1612 was a Nicomedian would 
also accord very well with the reference in 11. 24-8 to Demeter; for that goddess 
appears on the coins of Nicomedia (Wroth, Catal. of Greek coins of Pontus, &c., 
pp. 181, 183, 186), and Arrian, the most famous citizen of Nicomedia (cf. Steph. 
Byz. s.v.), was perpetual priest of Demeter and Core there (Schwartz in Pauly- 
Wissowa, Realenc. ii. 1230). With this interpretation of 1612, which is based 
upon the identification of ‘Caesar’ with Julius and the existence of a close 
connexion with Dio, the oration was presumably delivered during the reign of 
Augustus, when Caesar-worship of any kind was still a novelty. But there 
are several other possible.modes of interpretation. The references to ‘ Caesar’ 
in 1612 do not necessarily indicate that he was dead at the time when the 
oration was delivered (though cf. 1. 31, n.), and if he was alive, ‘Caesar’ must be 
Augustus or one of his successors, not Julius. The date of the papyrus practically 
excludes the possibility of a later emperor than Severus Alexander being meant 
(Diocletian, who made his residence at Nicomedia, is quite out of the question) ; 
but, especially in view of the rather compromising character of the contents of 
1612, it would be more satisfactory to diminish the interval between the supposed 
date of composition and that of the papyrus, which if ‘Caesar’ is Julius or 
Augustus seems to be about 200 years. Caracalla and Heliogabalus both 
wintered at Nicomedia, and festivals in honour of Commodus and the brothers 
Caracalla and Geta are mentioned in the coins of Nicaea (Wroth, of. czz. pp. 162, 
166). It is also just possible that in ll. 35-6 there is a reference to ‘ Caesars’ in 
the plural, and that these are the reigning emperors. Not only is the hypothesis 
that the scene of the speech was Bithynia quite compatible with the identification 
of ‘Caesar’ with a much later emperor than Augustus, but the provenance of the 
papyrus rather suggests Egypt as the scene, though 1612 is hardly parallel to 
e.g. 471, a speech before an emperor directed probably against a praefect 
of Egypt, which is also arranged in literary form, with punctuation, &c. Against, 
however, the advantages to be gained by making ‘ Caesar’ throughout a second 
or even third century emperor has to be set the consequent impossibility of 
connecting the reference to Nicaea with the passage quoted from Dio Cassius. 
If ‘the Nicaean’ was the author of the proposal mentioned by Dio, as the 
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coincidence with regard to the place-name suggests, Κα[ίσ]αρι in 1. 11 ought 
to be Julius, and there is no indication that in ll. 9, 24, and 32 a different 
Caesar is meant. Moreover the use of the present tense ἐστίν in 1. 15 in 
place of ἦν, though explicable as a mere piece of rhetoric, rather indicates 
that the Nicaean in question was still alive, and if so he cannot have been 
a second or third century individual, unless the circumstances alluded to in 
ll. 14-16 were quite different from those described by Dio. 

A third line of interpretation was proposed by Sir W. M. Ramsay, who, taking 
Caesar as ‘the Emperor’ in the widest sense, i.e. including the dead as well as 
the living, suggests that 1612 deals with the degradation of true Caesar-worship, 
as expressing Roman patriotism, by superstitious admixture, as e.g. the Nicaean 
cult of the βροτόπους ἵππος illustrated by the coins of that city (cf. Drexler in 
Roscher’s Lex. d. griech. u. rom. Mythol. ii. 2693-6), and regards the papyrus as 
a speech made in opposition to some such proposed degradation in the second or 
early third century. The horse with human feet figured in Nicaean coins of 
Antoninus Pius and Gordian is generally supposed to be connected with the 
horse possessing umanis similes pedes in the equestrian statue of Julius Caesar 
before the temple of Venus Genetrix at Rome (Pliny, Vat. Hist. viii. 155; cf. 
Suetonius, /z/éas 61) ; but whether the rider represented on the coins, who seems 
to be the god Men, was also identified with Julius Caesar, is more doubtful, and 
there are no indications in 1612 that the superstitious element to which the speaker 
objected was concerned with a horse. 

On the whole we are disposed to regard ‘ Caesar’ throughout 1612 as Julius, 
not Augustus or a later emperor, whether dead or reigning ; but the mention of 
‘the Nicaean ’ seems more likely to refer to some unknown innovation connected 
with the worship of Julius, than to either the establishment of that worship at 
Nicaea as recorded by Dio or the cult of the βροτόπους ἵππος. In view of the 
date of the papyrus the speech was probably composed and delivered (or supposed 
to be delivered) not earlier than the second century, and it is safer to make the 
scene of it Egypt (i.e. Alexandria) than Bithynia. The author may well have 
been a sophist of the age of Aristides or a little later, objecting to the introduc- 
tion of some new kind of Oriental cult into the worship of Julius; but such 
a speech might also occur in a historical work in the style of Dio Cassius. 
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fae... KK. |. - «| apyata €.. a]: jez] 
π΄ .|Tiv.[Tows θεοὺς μεν .Ἶταῖ 
--.-... - νὰ «ἂν 80 . ov. pl 
8-37. ... ποιητέον, ταῦτα [ Καίσαρα καὶ σεμνύνειν ἂν [β]ούλοιτο, λέγω δὲ ἃ τῷ Κα[ίσ]αρί φασι 


ς 


τελεῖν. καὶ] γὰρ ἐξ] ἀρχῆς οὐχ εὕρομεν ἡμεῖς αὐτά, καλῶς ποιοῦντες, ἀλλὰ Νικαεύς ἐστιν 6 πρῶτος 
καταστήσας. ὁποῖος μὲν ἅνθρωπος, οὐ δεῖ λέγειν ἔστω δ᾽ οὖν ἐκείνου καὶ παρ᾽ ἐκείν[οἾις τελείσθω μόνοις, 
ὥσπερ παρὰ τοῖς ᾿Αθηναίοις τὰ τῶν ᾿Ελευσινίων, εἰ (μὴ) βουλόμε[ Ola αὐτὸν ἀσεβεῖν τὸν] Καίσαρα, ὥσπερ 
ἂν καὶ τὴν A\nunrpav (ἀ)σεβ[ οἼζι)μεν {[ἀ]ν} ἐνθάδε τελοῦντες ἰαἸὐτῇ τὴν ἐκεῖ[σ]ε τελε[τή]ν" οὐ γὰρ 
ἐθέλει ἀνεῖζνα ἢ]. τῶν τοιούτων οὐδέν, ὅτι] δ᾽ οὐκ ἀφαιρήσεσθε τὴν] δόξαν τῆς ἀθανζασίας) τοῦ 
Καίσαρος ἐὸν ἐμοὶ ὃ π]εισθῆτε, παράδειγμα ὑμῖν ἐρῶ τὸ νῦν τ... .. .1 τὰ γὰρ τῶν κἴ. . .]ε[...« «νον ou 
ἐτελ[οῦμεϊν [...... κ]αὶ τούτω ὃν οὐδὲν... 


*,.. he would wish these (Ὁ) really to magnify Caesar, I am referring to the rites which 
they say that they perform to Caesar. It was not we who originally invented those rites, 
which is to our credit, but it was a Nicaean who was the first to institute them. The 
character of the man need not be described: in any case let the rites be his, and let them 
be performed among his people alone, as the Eleusinian rites are among the Athenians, 
unless we wish to commit sacrilege against Caesar himself, as we should commit sacrilege 
against Demeter also, if we performed to her here the ritual used there; for she is un- 
willing to allow any rites of that sort (?). Asa proof that you will not be depriving Caesar 
of the glory of immortality, if you listen to me, I will tell you...’ 


I. ov δὲ vea τ : the use of the second person singular creates a slight, but by no 
means insuperable difficulty; cf. int. ov might of course be e.g. ἡμιΐ συ, and ὃ ev eAn{e.. 
could be read; but vea suits the context (cf. 1. 38 apyaa), referring to the rites in 
question. 

3. τουτοῖ : the last letter can also be y, p, », or π. 

4. peran| : or peray|. : 

7-8. |v p[elra: the vestige of a letter following ν is too slight to afford a real clue, and 
after it nothing may be lost. . 

8. ro r.|...]: τ and υ sometimes closely resemble each other in this hand, and τουτί... .| 
is just possible, but ro τ followed by ἡ, «, or v is preferable. There may have been a high 
stop after ποιητέον, the surface of the papyrus being damaged at that point. In any case 
raura seems to be the subject of σεμνυνειν, not the object of ποιητεον, though the construction 
of Il. 7-10 is not clear. The sentence may have begun with εἰ. 

10. ay [Blovdoro: the vestige of the supposed » is very slight, and there would be room 
for another letter in the lacuna, for »[8] occupies the same space as Kao in ll. 9 and 11. 
δ is possible in place of a, but αν seems necessary for the optative. 

II. To Κα[ισΊαρι: OF τῶι Κ[αισΊαρι. ΘΙ [αἸυτηι Ine 2η: 

14. Nekaevs: cf, int. 

16. ἀνθρωπος may receive either a rough or a smooth breathing. ' 

22. εἰ βουλομεθ]α : the insertion of a negative is required both here and in ]. 25 to give 
sense to the argument. σεβ[ο]υμεν there is evidently a mistake for ἀσεβοιμεν, and here either 
et is to be altered to ov, or μη is to be inserted. 

26. «{v|: v is almost certain, or a, which are the only other possibilities, being much 
less suitable. The repetition of ἄν is not necessarily wrong, but probably there was 
a mistake of some kind, possibly the incorrect division σεβ[ο]υμεν [η])ν (sc. ασεβοιμενῚ. 

28-9. The subject of εθελει is not clear, but is more likely to be Caesar or Demeter 
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than the Nicaean. The next word is presumably an infinitive ending in |. a]: or {o6a|: or 
perhaps [aly or [e\». The last letter is more like « than ν, and no alternative is possible. 
v before εἰ is almost certain, » being the only alternative. The first letter must be a, y, ὃ, λ, 
μιν, 7, or r: a spot of ink between this and » probably, if the first letter is a, belongs to 
that, not to a distinct letter, and is in any case inconsistent with a broad letter or one 
coming below the line. avei[val, ‘to allow’, is difficult, but suits the vestiges better than 
αἰρΊνει[σθα)].. In τῶν certainly, and possibly in τοιουτων also, the ὠ is closed at the top, as 
if the scribe intended to alter it to o; but he certainly did not write roy rocouroy originally, 
and is more likely to have intended τῶν τοιουτων, οὐδεν suits the vestiges better than ουθεν 
(cf. 1. 37). The supposed stop after it is uncertain; the surface of the papyrus is damaged 
and ovdeva is a possible reading. 

31. aOarlacias|: cf. Dio lii. 36 ὥστ᾽ εἴπερ ἀθάνατος ὄντως ἐπιθυμεῖς γενέσθαι in the speech 
of Maecenas to Augustus. Lines 30-2 seem more appropriate to a dead than to a living 
Caesar, who did not become technically θεύς till his death; cf. int. p. 150. 

34. The letter following νυν, if not τ, is probably y or zm. 

35-6. It is rather tempting to read των Κ[αισΊ]αΐρων (cf. p. 150); but the letter at the end 
of ]. 35 is much more like ε than a. |v might be the end of προ του. 


1618. LIST OF EARLY ATHENIAN ARCHONS. 


4:6 Χ 4:4 cm. Second century. 


This small fragment from the middle of a column belongs to a list of the 
earliest Athenian archons with the numbers of their years of office, like the lists 
in Eusebius (Schéne, Euseb. Chron. i. 188 and App. 1a. 11), Jerome (of. céz. 
App. 1b. 31), the Excerpta Latina Barbari (of. cit. App. 6. 217), and Syncellus 
(ed. Dindorf i. 368, 399); cf. v. Schoeffer in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. ii. 582-3. 
Such lists were no doubt common in Egypt; cf. the chronological list of 
Olympic victors in 222, and A. Bauer’s Alexandrinische Weltchronik (Denkschr. d. 
Wien. Akad. 1). The handwriting is a small uncial of the Roman period, 
probably of the second century. After the abolition of the Athenian monarchy 
archons according to tradition were appointed at first for life, afterwards for 
ten years, and from 683 B.C. onwards annually. The change from archons for 
life to decennial archons began according to the Exc. Lat. Barb. with Alcmaeon, 
but the other authorities make him the last of the first category. The papyrus 
contains the name of Alcmaeon (1. 5) with the names of his four predecessors 
and six successors in the best supported order (cf. Il. 3-4, n.); but the numbers 
of the years of office are missing throughout, and there is nothing to show which 
view was taken with reference to the chronology of Alcmaeon. One name 
is quite corrupt (1. 6. n.) and another is misspelled (1. 8, n.). Only one more 
name after 1. 11 is required to complete the list of decennial archons: before 
l. 1 eight names of archons for life are probably lost; cf. ll. 3-4, ἢ. 
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Apeg{por] evn [.. 
Ocomifelvs| er kts 
Ayapnorwp| ery [os 
Δισχυλος erases 

5 ἄλκμεων Ϊ ετῆ 
Χαιος Ϊ ετὴ 
Αισιμιδίης εἐτὴ 
Κλεοδικος «TN 
Ϊππομΐενης €TN 

10 Aewxpalrns €TN 
Avfard{ pos €TN 


1-3. That the originally separate fragment containing ern (three times) is correctly 
assigned to these lines is not quite certain. 

3-4. Between Agamestor and Aeschylus the Exc, Lat. Barb. insert Thersippus, who 
is placed by the other authorities (cf. int.) 4th in the list of archons for life, Ariphron 
(1. 1) being 9th, as he presumably was here. 

5. Αλκμεων : cf. int. 

6. Xaos: 1. Xapoy. From this point onwards the figure lost was presumably « in each 
case ; cf. int. 

8. Κλεοδικίος : so also Syncellus; but Eusebius has (Κ)λείδικος or Kidikus, Jerome 
Elidicus, and Exc. Lat. Barb. Celdicus. Κλειδικος is the correct form; cf. Paus. i. 3. 3. 


Pe PRAGMENTS OF EXTANT CLASSICAL 
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1614. PINDAR, ΟΖ i, ii, vi, vii. 
28-8 x 27-2 cm. Fifth or sixth century. 


The lost poems of Pindar occur in several papyri, chiefly from Oxyrhynchus, 
Dithyrambs in 1604, Paeans in 841 and P.S.I. 147, Partheneia in 659, odes of 
uncertain character in 408 and possibly 426 ; but the extant epinician odes have 
not hitherto been represented in Egyptian finds, so that a special interest attaches 
to this fragment of a codex of the Olympian odes. It consists of a single sheet 
forming two leaves, the first of which contains i. 106-ii. 45 (when complete i. 104- 
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ii. 50), the second vi. 71-vii. 20 (when complete vi. 68—vii, 26). The lines are for 
the most part short, being divided much as in the extant MSS., and of the four 
columns two (i and iii) are fairly well preserved, but the other two have only the 
ends of lines. The upper margin is not preserved anywhere, but in Col. iii 1. 150 
(= OL vi. 95) is the last. 20 more lines corresponding to vi. 96-105 are 
required to complete the ode, but these must have been omitted in Col. iv, 
for 1, 158 (vii. 6) is at the back of 1. 111 (vi. 72), and that the number of lines lost 
at the top of Col. iv did not exceed 7 is clear from the size of the corresponding 
interval between the last extant line of Col. i (1. 51 = ii. 17) and the first of Col. ii 
(l. 57= ii. 21). How the 5 missing lines were distributed between Cols. i and ii 
is not quite certain, for, as far as Col. i by itself is concerned, there is room for 
I or 2 more lines at the bottom. But if, as seems not improbable, Ode vii 
began at the top of Col. iv, the top of Col. ii can be made fairly even with the top 
of Col. iv only on the hypothesis that 1. 51 was the last of Col. i. Otherwise, if 
e.g. there are only 3 lines instead of 5 lost at the top of Col. ii, there will certainly 
not be room at the top of Col. iv for the first few lines of Ode vii, especially since 
the writing in Cols. iii-iv is by a different scribe from that of Cols. i-ii and less 
compact. Neither scribe employed a formal uncial, the hand of the first being rude 
and irregular, while that of the second tends to become cursive, particularly in 
εἰ at the ends of lines. Black ink was used by the first scribe as far as 1. 67, 
brown ink by him in ll. 68-95 and by the second scribe, whose pen was 
thinner. Iota adscript was rarely written. Both scribes inserted marks of elision 
and diaeresis and occasional stops (high points), the second also occasional 
breathings and an apostrophe after γάρ in 1. 144; but a breathing in 1]. 37 in 
brown ink was not written, originally at any rate, by the first hand. That is the 
only trace of a subsequent revision apart from corrections clearly due to the two 
scribes themselves. The date of the papyrus is certainly fifth or sixth century, 
more probably the former, but the Byzantine documents found with it have not 
yet been unrolled. 

The MSS. of Pindar’s epinician odes are divided into two families, called the 
Ambrosian and the Vatican. Of the first group the chief representatives are 
A (13th cent.), C (late 14th cent.), N (13th-14th cent.), V (late 13th cent.) ; of the 
second B (12th cent.), D and E (14th cent.). In Οἱ 1 this classification has to be 
modified, since A there combines with the Vatican group, D with the Ambrosian. 
The archetype of both families is assigned to the sécond century, to which 
the extant scholia are also referred. The text is generally thought to have been 
preserved with considerable care owing to the efforts of grammarians, and to have 
undergone comparatively little corruption since the second century, before which, 
as is shown by quotations, it was far from being fixed. This view is borne out 
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sy 


by the papyrus, which carries back the evidence some seven centuries and is 
very close to the text of the best MSS., agreeing sometimes with the Ambrosian 
family (ll. 79, 112, 116-17, 121, 146, 169), somewhat oftener with the Vatican 


(18, 24, 30, 36, 59, 82, 85, 92, 95, 126, 175). 
and the interpolation in ii. 29-30 (ll. 70-1, n.) recur. 


The difficulty in ii. 6 (Il. 32-3, ἢ.) 
A number of slips are 


found, as is usual in Byzantine texts; cf.e.g.1618. Of the new readings the most 
interesting occur in ii. 39 and vi. 77; cf. ll. 88 and 119, nn. 


10 


Col. i (Fol. 1 verso). 


3 lines lost 
θίεος ἐπίτροπος i. 106 
εων τίεαισι μήδεται 
exov [το]υτο κηδος ΤΙερων 
μεριμυζαι)σιν[:] εἰ δῖε μη ταχὺ λιποι 
ετι γλυκυτεραν κίεν ελπομαι 
ἔυν ἀρματι θοω κλῖει 


ξειν emikoupov εἶυρων 


oO 
οδον λ[ εἤγων παΐρ εὐδείελον ελθων 
Kpoviov: ἐμοι μεν (wy Moica καρτερω 


τατον βελος αλκᾶι τρίεφει ? αλλοι 
σι δ᾽ αλλοι μεγαλοι: το ὃ εσχατοῖν Ko 
ρυῴφουται βασιλευσι' μηκετι 
TANTALVE πορσιον 

εἰὴ σε γε τουτον 

vou χρονον πατεῖν epe 


τε τοσσαδε νικαφοροις 


20 ομιλειν προφαντον σοῴφίια καθ EX 


Aavas eovTa TavTa 
<i 5-ῖ:15555 

Θηρωνι Aaxpalyavtive appari? 
αναξ[ Πφορμιγγεῖς υμνοι ii. 1 
τίινα θΊεον τιν᾽ ηΐρωα 


25 τινα δ᾽ avdpa κελαΐδησομεν 


ητοι Πισα μεν Aijos 


30 


45 


Odvpmiada δ᾽ εσῖτα 

σεν Hpakdens 

ακροθινα πολεμου Ϊ 

Θηρωνα de τετραοίριας ii. 5 
eveKa νικαφορου 
γεγωνητεον om 

δικαιον ἕενον 

ερεισμ Akpayayt[os 
εὐωνυμων δὲ Tate pov 
awtov ορθοπολιν 

καμοντες οἱ πολλα [θυμω 
ἵερον εσχον οἰκημᾳ [ 
ποταμου: Σικελιας [τ ἐσαν 
οφθαλμίο]:' aialy ὃ ede 
πε μοϊρσι)μίος πλοῦτον 

τε Kal χαΐριν ἀγὼν 
γνησιαΐις ew ἀρεταις 

arr w Κίρονιε παι Peas 
edos Ολίυμπου vepov 
αεθλωΐν τε Kopupav 
moploly τ AAgeou 
ia[v]Oe[is αοιδαις as 
εἰυφρ]υῖν apoupay ετι πᾶ 

τρίιαν σφισιν κομισον 


λίοιπω γένει των δὲ πεπραγμενὼν 
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Col. ii (Fol. 1 recto). 


[ev δικα τε και παρα δικαν) 75 ἵμετα κοραισι ΝΊηρεος 


[αποιητον ovd αν] : ἰαλιαις βιοτον] αφθιτον 


[Xpovos ο παντὼν πατηρ) [Ivor τεταχθαι] Tov o 


| 
55 [Ovvatto θεμεν epywv Tedos] [Aov aude yxpolvov ητοι 


[(AaOa δεποτμω συν evdaipove yevolT αν] ii.20 [Bporwy ye κεϊκριται 
[ 


ἐσλων ‘yap ὑπο χαρματωὶν Ϊ 8ο [mepas ov τι θανατου 
ἴπημα θνασκει παϊλιγκοτον δαμασθεν [ovd ασυχιμον] ἀμεραν 
[orav θεου Morpa) πεμπὴ ἴοποτε mrad | αλιου 
60 [avexas ολβον υψΊηλον 


ἰατειρει συν αἴγαθω 
ἱεπεται δὲ λογος ευἼθρονοις 


[ἰτελευτασομ]εν 
[Καδμοιο κουραι]ς["] ἐπαθον 25 85 [poat ὃ αλλοτ᾽] αλλαι 
[at μεγαλα] πενθος de [ευθυμιαν] τε μετα Kat 


[πιτ]νει βαρυ ἱπονων ες alvdpas eBay 


65 ἰκρεϊσσονων προς ayabov [ovrw δὲ Mop] a τε πατρωιαν 
[ζω]ει. μεν Ολυμπιοις ἰτωνδ exer Tor? εἸυῴρονα ποτμον 
[αποθ]ανοισα βρομω 990 [θεορτω σ)]υν ολβω 
ἱκεραυίνου Tavue [ἐπὶ τι καὶ π]ημί᾽ alyec 
[θειρα Σἐμελ]α φιλει ἱπαλιντραπελον αλίλω χρίον)ω 

70 [de νιν Π]αλΊλας ata φιλε [εξ ovmep εκτεινε Aaov μοριμος] vios 
[οντι de Moora ἰσυναντομενος ev de Πυ | 
[και Zevs πα͵τηρ para φιλει 30 95 [θωνι χρησθεν παλαιφατον] τελεσσεν 
[Se mais ο κισσοϊῴορος 9 lines lost 
ἴλεγοντι ὃ ely kia θαλασσα 


Col. iii (Fol. 2 recto). 


5 lines lost 
and hand εξ οἷυ πολυκλειτον καθ EAXavas vi. 72 
111 γένος Παμιδαν 


γλωσσᾶι: akovas λιγυρας 

ἃ p εθελον[τ]α προσ[ερΊπει 

καλλιροαι[σι]ν πνοαῖς ματρομαῖ 

Top ena Στυμφαλις evavOns Μείτωπι 
135 πλαξίππον ἁ [Θηβαὶν ere ; 


ολβος ap’ εσπεῖτ]ο τίιμωντες ὃ ἀρετὰς 
es φανεραν οδον [epxovTat τεκμαι 


ρει χρημ᾽ εκαστον μαΐμος ὃ εξ α 
115 ἄλλων κρεμαται φθονεζοντων κεν τες ερατ]εινοὴν vdwp 
τοις OLS ποτε πρωτοις περι ἰδωδεκατον 75 mopar ἀνδρίασιν αὐιχμίατα)[σι πλεκῶν 


δρομον ελαυνοντεσσιν αἰιδοια mort ποικιλον. υμῖνον οἸτρυΐϊν)ον vuv εἰταιρους 


120 


125 
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σταξη Xapis evkdea μορῴφ[αν 

εἰ 6 ετυμως ὑπο KvAXavas opos 
Aynoia parpwes avdpes 

vateTaovTes εδωρησαν θεων 

καρυκα λ[ εἤιταις θυσιαις 

πολλὰ δὴ πολλαισιν Eppay ευσεβείως 
os ἀγωνας εχει 

μοιραν 7 αεθλων ApKadiav 8ο 
T evavopa τι 


- 
κινος ὦ παι Σωστρατου 


peat: 
a 
συν βρυγδουπωι πατρι 


Κραινει σεθεν εὐτυχ[ € ]eav 


y 
130 dofav exw τιν᾽ em 


140 


150 


15) 


Awwea: πραΐτον μ]εν H 
ραν ΠΠαρθενιαΐν κελα͵δησαι 
yvovat τ] επειϊτ᾽ apxacloy [οἹνείιδος 
adabeot λογοις go 
[et] φευγομεν Bollwtiay vy 
ἐεσι yap ayyedos οἶρθος 
ηὐκομων σκυτίαλα. Moicav γλυκυς κρατὴρ 

ἀγαφθεγκτων αοιδαν 
εἰπὸν δὲ μεμναΐσθαι Συρα 
κουσσαν [τε] kat Ορτυγιας 
ταν ἵερίων καθαρω σκαπτω διέπων 
ἄρτια μίηδομενος φοινικοπεζαν 
ἀμφ᾽ επῖει Aaparpa 

end of column 


Col. iv (Fol. 2 verso). 


7 lines lost 
[viv ζαλωτον opodpovos ευν]ας 
[kat eyw vextap χυτον οισα]ν 
160 ἰδοσιν αεθλοφοροις ] 
avépaciv πεμπων γλυκυν) καρπον 
ῴρενος tAacKopat 1 


τεσσιν o ὃ ολβιος οἷν [ | 


τόρ φαμαι κατεχοῖντ᾽ αγασθαι 


[ 

[ 

[ 

[Odrvpmia ΠΠυθοι τε νικω]ν 

[ 

[ 

ἰαλλοτε ὃ αλλον] εἐποπτευει Xapis 
[ζωθαλμιος αἸδυμελει 

ἰθαμα pev φορ]μιγγι Trappe 

[yoo T εν εντεῖσι[ν αὐλων 


L 


170 [Kal νυν vm αμφοτερ͵]ων" 


[avy Atayopa κατεβαν] ποννοντιαν 


vil. 6 


ΙΟ 


ἰυμνεων maid Αφροδιτας 
Δελιοιο τε νυμῴφαν | 


| 
[Podov ευὐθυμαχαν | 15 


175 [oppa πελωριον avdp|a map Addetor 


180 


ἰστεφανωσαμενον | 

[atveom πυγμας αποινα)] και 

[rapa Κασταλια 1 

ἱπατερα τε Aapayntov aldovra Aika Ϊ | 
[Acacias evpvxopov 1 

ἱτρίπολιν νασὸν πελ᾽ας 

[euBorw ναιοντ]ας ἄργειαι [συν αἰιχμα]ι 


[εθελησω τοισιν) εξ 20 


[apxas απο ΤλαπολΊεμου 
to lines lost 


8. The second v of γλυκυτεραν is corr. from εἰ: i.e. the scribe began to write γλυκερω- 


τεραν, which is found in DN. 


κεν: so ABE; all that remains is the tip of a vertical stroke, which would also be 
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reconcileable with τε, as proposed by Schr(oeder), but not with εἶλπομαι, the reading 
of CDN. 

9. ἔυν : this form is not certainly attested in Pindar; cf. 1604, II. 13, n. 

kn{ ec] Sec : so CE, Schr.; κλειζξεν BADN. 

13. αλκᾶι: so most MSS. rightly ; ἀλκάν DE. 

13-14. addo:Jov: this passage is corrupt in the MSS., which all have ἄλλοισι against the 
metre, except V (ἐν 4.). The Byzantine correctors read én’ ἄλλοισι, but Schr. conjectures 
aug a. 

: 17. oe ye: σέ te MSS., except V (om. re). The scholl. remark 6 νοῦς" εἴη δὲ σὲ μὲν 
τοῦτον τὸν χρόνον. . . ἄλλως" ἀλλ᾽ εἴη σὲ τοῦτ. τ. χ. κτλ,, from which it has been supposed that 
there was areading σὲ δέ. τε, which connects with re in 1. 10, seems preferable to ye, but 
may have arisen from the second re. 

18. vyov: so MSS. except D (ipois). 

19. re: 66 DN. Cf. 1. 17, n. 

22. 1. Axpalyavrwo. If appare, which is usually added by the MSS. after it, was written, 
the end of this line projected very considerably ; but cf. 1. 145. 

24. θἼεον: θεῶν EV. 

τιν ηΐρωα: τίνα δ᾽ ἥρωα AE against the metre. 

25. τωΐα δ ανδρα: so ABE; τίν᾽ ἄνδρα CD against the metre. 

29. axpo6wa: so ABDN?, Schr. ; ἀκροθίνια CN', Zenodotus ; ἀκροθίνιον E. 

30. de: eis corr. from o(?). The word is omitted by A, which has rerpawpias. 

32-3. ome δικαιον Eevov: so MSS. (mostly ὀπί, but a few ém). The second syllables of 
om and ξενον ought to be long, and Schr. follows Hermann in reading ém (= ὄπιδι) δίκαιον 
ξένων. The division between the corresponding lines 68—9 comes a syllable earlier. 

36. ορθοπολιν : ὀρθόπτολιν against the metre ADN. 

41. μοϊρσιἾμος πλουτον : so MSS. ; μ. ὁ πλοῦτον (Hermann) or μ. ἐπ᾽ ὄλβον (Heyne) has 
been suggested on metrical grounds. 

52-7. These lines are restored so as to correspond to ll. 89-94. The traces of the 
supposed ν in 1. 57, which comes above the second a of δαμασθεν in |. 58, are very doubtful, 
and the first syllable of eo(6)Aov, the reading of the MSS. in 1. 57, is against the metre; there 
is also an uncertainty about 1. 94; cf. n. ad loc. The reason for the assignment of all 
ll. 52-6 to Col. ii is explained in int. 

59. πεμπὴ: so most MSS., Schr.; πέμψῃ A. 

62. ἐπαθον : πάθον A. The word corresponds to Adios] | O- in ll. 26-7. 

65. ο of ἱκρείσσονων is corr. from ὦ. 

66. μ of μεν is corr. ev has been omitted by mistake after it; cf. 1. 169, n. 

70. aac: 1]. acer, 

70-1. φιλέζοντι δὲ ΜΊοισαι: a superfluous verse which was athetized by Aristophanes, 
but is found in all MSS. except those of Triclinius. 

75. N]npeos: so CE; Νηρέως ABDN ; Νηρῆος, required by the metre, occurs above the 
line in CDN. 

79. [βροτων ye: ye, which is omitted by B, must have been written. 

80. Considerations of space make the unmetrical form zepas, found in all ancient MSS.., 
more probable than πείρας, which was introduced by the Byzantine correctors. 

82. αλιου: so BE; ἀελίου against the metre ACDN, 

85. adda: ἀλλοῖαι against the metre C?DN. 

88. a te πατρωιαν : ἅ te πατρώϊον MSS., which is generally retained by edd., though 
Hermann conjectured ἅτε (or ἃ τὰ) πατρώϊα, and Mommsen ἃ τὸ πατρώιον from the schol. κατέχει 
τὸν εὔφρονα πότμον ἡ τύχη καθάπερ τὸ πατρῷον κατέσχε. πατρωιαν Must be wrong, but two other 
scholia οὕτω δὲ ἐπὶ τούτων... ἡ πατρικὴ μοῖρα κακὸν φέρει... Δη4 οὕτω δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τούτων... ἡ 
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πατρῴα κακὸν ἄγει μοῖρα would be compatible with an ancient reading πατρωία, of which 
πατρωιαν might be a corruption, due to «Say at the end of the. previous line. The last 
syllable of 1. 88 can be either long or short. It seems, however, more likely that, as 
suggested by Lobel, the scribe has omitted an elision-mark and πατρώι᾽ ἄν was really meant, 
ἄν belonging to ἔχειν. ἀνέχειν ‘support’ is more suitable here than the simple verb; 
cf. Py. 11. 89 θεὸν... ὃς ἀνέχει τότε μὲν τὰ κείνων τότ᾽ αὖθ᾽ ἑτέροις ἔδωκεν μέγα κῦδος and Vem. 
Vil. 89 εἰ δ᾽ αὐτὸ καὶ θεὸς ἀνέχοι, and κατέχει in the schol. quoted above. πατρώι(α) would be an 
adverbial accusative or in apposition to τὸν εὔφρονα πότμον. This reading is probably right. 

89. 8-10 letters would be expected in the lacuna, where the ordinary reading of the MSS. 
gives 12, and perhaps there was an omission. ex. may well have been written ; cf. ]. 127. 

92. αλίλω χρίονἼω: ἄλλος χρόνος A. 

93. Considerations of space favour the correct forms Aaop (i.e, Adov) and μοριμος (a. v. |. 
in the scholia and introduced by the Byzantines) against Λαῖον and μορσιμος which are found 
in the MSS. 

94. This line, if written, must have been rather cramped, for wos in 1. 93 presents the 
appearance of belonging to the line immediately above τεέλεσσεν (I. 95). 

95. τέλεσσεν : So Brightly; τέλεσεν ACD; τελέσας E; om. N 

112. oABos ay’: so ACD’; ὄλβος δ᾽ ἅμ᾽ the rest against the metre. 

114. μαΐμος ὃ εξ : 1614 may of course have omitted 8, which is found in the MSS., but 
was deleted by Boeckh on metrical grounds. 

116. mpwros: so AC*DE, Schr.; πρῶτον BCIN. 

117-18. ποτιϊσταξη : so CD (-ξει), Schr. ; ποτιστάζει ABE. 

110. opos: so Callierges (Rome, 1515), as is supposed, from the scholia (e.g. in D; 
cf. also Homer, B 603 ὑπὸ Κυλλήνης ὄρος αἰπύ); ὅροις ABCE; ὅροις DE (lemma); ὀρέων conj. 
Schr. The objection to ὄρος is that the second syllable is expected to be long here. 

121. εδωρησαν : so AB? rightly; δώρησαν the rest. 

126—7. τιμᾶι : so MSS. except A (τιμὰν). 

131. γλωσσᾶι: the accent ought to have been paroxytone. Editors generally place no 
stop after γλώσσᾳ, explaining ἀκόνας λιγυρᾶς as a genitive of quality. The papyrus agrees 
with Boehmer, who connected ἀκ. Ary, with πνοαῖς. 

132. mpoolep|rer: so most MSS. and edd.; προσέρποι D; προσέλκει Triclinius. 

152. καλλιροαι[σιῆν: the ν ἐφελκυστικόν is wrong; Οἵ, ]. 142, n. 

135-6. erixev: |. ετικτεν, τες is merely an error. 

142. αλαθεσι: so ABD; 1. adadeow with EN. 

144. ceo: ἐσσὶ MSS.; ἔστι Wilamowitz, objecting to the poet’s address to his poem, 
and avoiding the three predicates without a connecting particle. The second letter of εεσι 
was not corrected, but the third was not o originally, being corrected from a letter with 
a tail, probably « or p. 

146-7. Συραΐκουσσαν : Συρακοσσᾶν (BDE) is the form preferred by edd. The division 
of these lines does not correspond to that in Il. 110-11, where there are two more syllables 
in the earlier line. 

149-50. Cf. ll. 113-14, where there is a syllable more in the earlier line. 

150. On the omission of the end of Ode vi see int. 

165. ἀγασθαι : 1. ἀγαθαι. 

167. That 1614 had ζωθαλμιος with most MSS. rather than ζωοφθαλμιος with CNO? 
is not certain. 

169. Considerations of space favour the insertion of εν which is omitted by BDE 
before εντε]σιΐν. 

170. The stop after αμφοτερΊων is misplaced. 

171. ποννοντιαν : |. ταν ποντιαν with the MSS. The scholia mention a v. 1. ποντίας, 

175. Addecor: so most MSS.; ᾿Αλφεῶ(ι) A. Schr. 


M 
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1615. SOPHOCLES, Azar. 
4:2 X 3-9 cm. Fourth century. Plate 1V 
(recto). 

This small fragment from the middle of a leaf of a papyrus codex of 
Sophocles, containing the beginnings of ll, 694-705 and ends of 753-64 of the 
Ajax, was found with a number of other literary pieces which date from the third 
or fourth century. The writing is a small sloping uncial with a tendency to 
cursive forms and to exaggeration of the final letter of a line, and there is little 
doubt that it belongs to the fourth century, probably to the earlier half of it. 
Breathings, accents, marks of elision and quantity, and high stops were freely 
inserted by the scribe himself. The circumstance that this is the first papyrus 
fragment of the Ajax to be discovered gives it a certain interest, but it is too short 
to be of very serious value. A new variant in 1. 699, which has apparently left 
a trace in Suidas, is likely to be right, as is another new reading in 1. 756,and the 
quality of this text seems to have been distinctly high. The division of lines in the 
choric passage is the same as that in the Laurentianus (L). 


Recto. 
to w Παν [Πὰν 
695 ὦ Παν Ila{v αλιπλαγκτε Κυλ 
Aavias χιϊονοκτυπου 
πετραίας [amo δειραδος φανηθ ὦ 
θεῶν χοΐροποι αναξ οπως μοι 
Μύσια ΚἼνωσι ορχηματ avtodan 
yoo ξὺὐνὼν dawns 
νυν ylap εμοι pede xopevoat 
Tkapioy ἰδ υπερ πελαγεων 
μόλων [αναξ ἄπολλων 
ὃ Ζᾶἅλιος [ευὐγνωστος 


705 ἐμοι ξυϊνειη δια παντὸς εὐῴρων 


Verso. 
753 ἰειρξαι kat nuap τουμῴαν]ες [ro νυν τοΐε 
[AtavO ὑπο σκηναισι pnd] adev7’ εᾶν 
755 [εἰ (wvT εκεινον εἰσιδεῖιν θέλοι ποτε" 
[eAa yap αὑτον τηνδ εθ] ἡμεραν μονην' 
[ἰδιας ἄθανας μηνις ws] εφη λεγων’ 


1615. SOPHOCLES, AJAX 163 


[τα yap περισσὰ κανονητία σωματὰ 

[mimrew βαρειαις προς Clear δυσπραξίαις 
760 [εφασχ ο μαντις οστις ανθῆρωπον φυσιν 

[βλαστῶν επειτα pn κατ) ανθρωπίοὴ]ν φρονῆι" 

ἱκεινος ὃ am οἰκων evOus] εξορμώμενος 

[avovs καλως λεγοντος] evpeOn πατρος" 

[ 


Ο fey yap αὑτον εννεπει Te|Kvioly dope 


699. Mvova: Νύσια MSS., a reading which seemed appropriate enough in view of the 
close connexion between Pan and Dionysus. But, as was observed by Mr, A. C. Pearson, 
Mvoua is probably right. Pan was the cult-companion of the Mother of the gods (Schol. 
Pind. Py. iii. 137), and in Strabo 466 the Curetes are connected with ἱερουργίας... περί τε 
τὴν τοῦ Διὸς παιδοτροφίαν τὴν ἐν Κρήτῃ καὶ τοὺς τῆς μητρὸς τῶν θεῶν ὀργιασμοὺς ἐν τῇ Φρυγίᾳ καὶ τοῖς 
περὶ τὴν Ἴδην τὴν Τρωικὴν τόποις. ‘The region of Trojan Ida was in Mysia (Jebb on Az. 720), 
and Κνώσια in |. 699 is no doubt rightly referred to the Curetes. In the scholia on 1. 699 
as quoted by Suidas s.v, Νύσια is the following note: Νύσια' ὀρχήματος εἶδος. τῶν yap ὀρχή- 
Tea ἡ μὲν Βερεκυντιακὴ λέγεται, ἡ δὲ Κρητική, ἡ δὲ Παρική (1. ἡ καὶ πυρρίχη with L). Νύσια οὖν τὰ 
Βερεκύντια᾽ Νυσίας γάρ ἐστιν ἡ Βερεκυντιακή, Κνωσία δὲ ἡ Κρητικήῆ. ἐν Μυσίᾳ γὰρ καὶ Κνωσσῷ 
ἐπιμελὴς ἡ ὄρχησις. Μυσίᾳ there has been corrected to Νυσίᾳ, but in the light of 1615 Nica 
and Νυσίας are to be corrected to Μύσια and Μυσίας, for what has Nysa to do with the 
Berecynthian Mother? « If Nysa and Dionysus are got rid of, everything fits together, and 
Sophocles is brought into line with Strabo; cf. also Virg. Aen. ix. 619 duxus ... Bere- 
cyntia Mairrs Idaeae, and Lucr, ii. 611 sqq. /daeam vocitant Matrem, etc., the Curetes 
being mentioned in 1. 633. 

754. αφ᾽ ἕντ᾽ : the supposed elision-mark and breathing are uncertain. 

758. Gedo: so L; θέλει the recentiores. 

756. τηνδ €6] ἡμέραν pony: or τηνδὲ Ὑ] ἡμ. μι; τῆιδεθ᾽ ἡμέρα L; τηδέθ' ἡμέραι the 
recentiores; some editors, objecting to the crasis οἵ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ in Tragedy, write τῇδ᾽ ἔθ᾽ 
ἡμέρᾳ Or τῇδ᾽ ἐν ἡμέρᾳ : τῆδε θἡμέρᾳ Jebb. The accusative is quite as good as the dative, but 
whether the scribe understood the passage is doubtful, for no stop is required after μόνην. 

759. βαρειαις προς Olewr δυσπραξίαις : so MSS.; but whether the supposed traces of is are 
really ink is not quite certain, especially as the preceding a is rather large, so that βαρείᾳ. 
δυσπραξίᾳ may possibly have been the reading, at any rate originally. 

761. φρονῆι: so originally L, corr. by a later hand to φρονεῖ, the reading of the 
recentiores. Jebb prefers φρονῆι. 


1616. EURIPIDES, Orestes. 
4:2 X78 cm. Fifth century. 


A fragment from the middle of a leaf of a codex of Euripides, containing 

_ parts of Orestes 53-61 and 89-97, written on thin vellum with brown ink in a 

round calligraphic uncial hand of probably the fifth century. Elision-marks and 

high stops at the ends of lines are probably due to the first hand: acorrector, who 

used black ink, has altered the reading in 1]. 60 and gt and added occasional 
M 2 
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accents and stops (in 1. 56 in the middle position). This is the fifth fragment of 
the Orestes which has been obtained from Egypt ; cf. 1870. int. It is too short to 
have much bearing on the divergences of the MSS., but has a new reading which 
may be right in 1.61. The verso is in much worse condition than the recto. 1628 
was found with 1616. 


Recto. 
53 [nkee yalo [els γίην Meverews Tpoias απο 
ἰλιμίενα de Ναίυπλιειον ἐκπληρων πλατήη 
55 [αἰκταῖσιν ορμει δαρον εκ ἰΤροιας χρονον 
[ἄϊλαισι πλαγχθεις: τὴν δὲ δίη πολυστονον 
Ἐλενην φυλαξας νυκταὰα pn [tis εἰσιδων 
μεθ᾽ ἡμεραν στείχουσαν ἴων um ἴλιω 
πα[ιδὶες τεθνᾶσιν εἰς πέτίρων ελθη βολας 
60 [πρ]ουπεμψε" εἰς δωμ᾽ ημεΐτερον ἐστίν ὃ ἐσω 
ἰκλαιουσ αἸδελφίην συμῴφορας tle δωματων 


Verso. 
89 [εξ ovmep apa γενεθλιον κατ]ηνυΐσεν 
go [@ μελεος ἡ TEKoOVTa O ws διωλΊετο" 
[ourws exer Tad wolr ἀπείρηκεν KaKols: 
[mpos θεων πιθο]ἡ av δητα μοι τι mapbeve: 


[ws ἀσχολος γε συγγοΊνου προσεδρια" 


[βουλει ταῴφον μοι] προς κασιγνητης μολ[ε]ν 
95 ἰμητρος κελευεις] τῆς ἐμῆς τινος χαρίιν 


[Kouns amapxas Kale yous φερουσα εμας 
[wor δ ουχι θεμιτον προς φιλίω]ν στειχίειν ταῴον 


53. [els: ἐς edd., as in 1]. 59 and 60. 

58. The supposed accent On στείχουσαν is somewhat uncertain, being really over the 
x: but in 1. 59 the accent on πέτίρων (which is also not quite certain) is above the τ. 

59. πέτρων: πέτρῶν Cod. Parisinus 2713; πετρῶν other MSS.; mérpov edd. Cf. 
1. 58,n. Whether 1616 had eAéy with most MSS. or ελθοι with Vat. is of course uncertain. 

61. συΐμφορας : συμφοράν MSS. Cf. int. 

91. The first hand may have written 3 letters where « was substituted by. the 
corrector. The MSS. vary between ἀπείρηκεν (so 1616 corr., the Marcianus and edd. be 
ἀπείρηκα, and ἀπείρηκ᾽ ἐν, but the original reading here seems to have been different. 

97. φιλίω]ν : the MSS. vary between φίλων and φίλον : φίλων edd. @ suits the size of 
the lacuna here better than o. 
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1617. ARISTOPHANES, Plutus. 


23:5 X 16-7 cm. Fifth century. 

Part of a sheet containing two leaves of a papyrus codex of Aristophanes, one 
of which has most of the first 60 lines of the Plwtws, a play not hitherto repre- 
sented in papyri, while of the other leaf only a small fragment is preserved, which 
is insufficient for purposes of identification. The script is a mixture of uncial and 
cursive in a style resembling that of 1599, but somewhat later in date, and 
probably belongs to the fifth century, like most of the extant fragments of 
Aristophanes upon papyrus. The breathings and most of the accents, which are 
fairly numerous, are by the original scribe, who used brown ink; but some accents 
were added in black ink, presumably by a different person. The stops, consist- 
ing of double dots marking a change of speaker or single high points, are, except 
at the end of |. 35, by the first hand, as are probably the name of the speaker 
against |. 22, the glosses on Il. 34, 39, and 51, the iotas adscript, which were usually 
omitted in the first instance, and all the corrections except perhaps that in 1. 13 
and the correction or gloss in 1.17. An omission of two lines after 1. Το seems to 
have been made good by an addition at the bottom. 

The corrected text is fairly accurate,'and shows the same tendency as that 
observable to a marked degree in 1874 (Wasps) to support the Venetus 
(ll. 17, 22, 32, 33, 40) rather than the Ravennas (ll. 38, 43, 51, but all points 
of minor importance). In two places (ll. 4 and 50) it agrees with the Parisinus (A) 
against both R and V. The only new variant occurs in 1. 49, ταῦθ᾽ for τοῦθ᾽, which 
makes no difference to the sense. The difficulties in ll. 17, 46, and 48 are not 
affected, the reading of the MSS. being apparently confirmed in each case. The 
circumstance that the P/wtus begins at the top of a page suggests that this play 
was the first of the codex, as in R and V: the same argument applied to 1871-4 
made the Clouds the first play of that collection ; cf. 1871. int. 


Fol recto. 

ὡς ἀργαλέον πρᾶγμα] ἐστιν ὦ Ζεῦ Kiar θεοι 
δοῦλον γενέσθαι παραφρονοῦντος δεσποτου 
nv yap ta βέλτισθ᾽' ὁ θεράπων λεξίας TVX 
δοξη! δὲ μὴ δρᾶν ταυτὰ τῶ' κεκτίημενὼω 

5 μετεχειν ἀνάγκη tov θεράποντα τῶν κακων 
του σώματος yap. οὐκ €& Tov κυρίον | 
κρατεῖν ο δαιμων αλλα τον εωνΐημενον 


και ταῦτα μεν dn ταῦτα' τῶ! δε Λο ξίια 
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os θεσπιωδεῖ τρίποδος εκ χρυϊσηλατου 
μέμψιν δικαιαν μεμῴφομαι τίαυτην ort 


LaTpos ὧν και μαντις ὡς φασιν |copos 


μελανχολῶντ᾽ απέπεμψεν poly τον δεσποτὴν 


οστιῖς ακ)ολίουθεῖι καἤ ε]]τό]} τ] «}] ανθίρωπου τυῴλου 


τίουναντιον δρων ἡ] προσῆκ αυτω ἴποιειν 
ἴοι yap βλεποντες] τοις τυφλοις ἠϊγουμεθα 
οἴυτος 6 ακολουθει κ]αμέ προσβι[αζεται 


7. αι 


και TavT αποκρινοίμενου To παρίαπαν οὐδὲ ypu 


εγίω μὲν ovy οὐκ) εσθ οπίως σιγησομαι 


ἵνα μαλλον [α'λγη[9]" λῆρος ov yap παύσομαι 
πριν av φρασὴης μοι Tis ποτ ἐστιν ovToct 
[euvous yap wv] σοι ἱπυνθανομαι πανυ ogpodpa 


6 lines lost 


Fol. 1 verso. 


[erepnool|uevos ovy wtxdunv ws τον θεον 
αι 
[Tov εμον] μεν αὐτοῦ τοῦ ταλεπωρου σχεδὸν 


[ndn νομι]ζωϊν)] εκτετοξευσθαι Brov- 


Ἑ 4 
[τον ὃ voy] ὅσπερ ὧν povos μοι τυγχάνει" 


[πευσομεῖνος εἰ χρὴ μεταβαλόντα τουΐς] τροποὺυς 


εἰναι παν)ουργον: adtkollul|y ὕγιὲς μηδὲ ἐν 
’ 

ws To βιίω tovT αὗτο νομίσας συμφερειν: 

ἱ εἰπεν 

[τι δητα PoliBos ἐλακεν εκ τῶν στεμματων" 


πευσει σαφως yap ὁ θεος εἰπε μοι ταδι" 
Ι͂ αι 
ἰοτω ἑξυναντησεμι πρῶτον εξιὼν 
[exehevoe Tolvrov μὴ μεθιεσθαι p’ [ἡμ]} ére- 
ἱπειθειν δ΄ εἐμαυτω! ξυνακολουθεῖν οἰκαδε[:]} 


και To ξυν)αντᾶις δητα πρώτω! : τουΪτΊω": 


[ 
[ 


ἐκβεβλ[ησΊῆθαι af πο 
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45 ett οὐ ξυνίϊεις τὴν επίίνοιαν του θεο]υ 


[ 

[φραζουσα)ν ὦ σκαιότατίε σοι σαῴφεστατα 

ἰασκειν τον] ὕιον τὸν επιϊχωριον τροπον 

[7 τοῦτο κρινεις : δηλίον οτιηὴ καὶ τυφλΊω 
ταυθ᾽ 

γνωναι doxje ὡς opodp leat. συμφεροὴν 

TO μηδεν ac|kew υγιες εν τω νυν] χρόνωι Ks 


οὐκ εσθ omws 0] χρῆσμος εἰς τοῦτο ρέπει φερίεται 


[ 

[ 

[ 

ἰαλλ εἰς erepov τι μεῖϊζον : ἣν ὃ ημιν φράσηι 
ἰοστις ποτ ἐστιν οἰυτοσὶ καὶ Toy χαριν 

[ 


Kat Tou δεομενος)] ἡλθε μετία] voy ενΐθαδε 


ἡμων 
[πυθοιμεθ av τον χ)ρηϊσμον) o τι ἴνοει 


οι 
Ou 


[aye On ov ποτερον σαυτον οσ]τιΐς εἰ] φίρασεινς 
4 lines lost 


Fol. 2 verso. Fol. 2 recto. 
11 lines lost 10 lines lost 

ΠΣ ἢ] 100 τ ss Ap aitsis 
17 lines lost Nae Te Ome 


17 lines lost 


4. ravra: the accent is due to the corrector. ταὐτὰ A; τ᾽ αὐτὰ U; ταῦτα RV. 

12. απέπεμψεν : 1. απέπεμψε. 

17. αποκρινομενου : OF αποκρινομενοι, which is equally difficult ; ἀποκρινομένῳ R; ἀποκρινο- 
μένου VAU ; ἀποκρινόμενος Bentley. The interlinear writing does not seem to refer to the 
termination of the word and may be a gloss, as in 1. 39; but it is not certain that 
anything was written before a, and, as Dr. R. T. Elliott remarks, a may be merely 
a variation of spelling of €; cf. ll. 33, 41. 

19. The partly obliterated sign against this line seems to be distinct from the abbrevia- 
tion of Χρεμ(ύλος) immediately below and to refer to the omission of 1]. 20-1, which were 
presumably supplied in the lower margin. 

22. αφέϊλ]ων : so VAU; R. adds γε: 

32. ὡς so VAU: πρὸς R. 

33. τοῦ" so VAU; om. ΚΕ, 

34 marg. Similar but not verbally corresponding notes on ἐκτετοξεῦσθαι occur in the 
extant scholia. 

37. There was possibly a stop (one or even two dots) after εν, but none is 
required. 

38. adro: so RAU (αὐτὸ) : wiréu corr. from αὐτῶι (Ὁ) V. 

ovppepev: SORV; ξυμφ. AU. Cf. 1. 43, n. 

39. εἰπεν is an explanation of ἐλακεν, not a variant. Double dots are expected at the 
end of the line, and perhaps the lower one has been effaced. 
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40. radi: 50 V; τοδὶ RAV. 

42. Whether the papyrus had exedevoe with VAU or ἐκέλευε with R is uncertain. 

43. ξυνακολουθεῖν : SO ΚΑΤ]; συνακ. V. Cf. 1. 38, n. 

45. ξυνῆεις : soRV; ξυνίης AU, 

46. ppagovealy: so MSS.; φράζοντος Cobet. The traces of the last letter suit ν, 
but not s. 

48. τυφλ]ω: so MSS.; τυφλὸς Hemsterhuys. The reading of the vestiges is very 
uncertain, and possibly there was a stop at the end of the line. 

49. ταυθ: τοῦθ᾽ MSS. ravé would be more likely to become τοῦθ᾽ in view of the following 
συμφέρον than vice versa. 

50. χρόνωι: so AU; βίωι R; ἔτει (with yp. γένει καὶ χρόνῳ in the marg.) V. 

BI. es: 50 KAU Eze sy. 

51 marg. For deplera (a note on ρέπει) cf. Schol. Junt. φέρεται, ἀποβλέπει κτλ. But 
the vestiges are very doubtful. 

52. με]ϊζον : : R also marks a change of speaker here, assigning ἢν δ᾽ ἡμῖν κτλ. to θερ(άπων), 
i.e, Καρίων, and |. 56 originally to Χρ(εμύλος). 


1618. THEOCRITUS, /dyls v, vii, xv. 


Fr. 7 24:4xX 24cm. Fifth century. Plate IV (Col. x). 


These fragments of a papyrus codex of Theocritus, originally about 40 in 
number, combined with the exception of a few minute scraps, which are not 
printed, to form parts of four leaves, of which two containing /d. v. 53—-end and vii. 
1-13 are successive, and a third (vii. 68-117) is only separated from the second by 
an interval of one leaf, while the fourth (xv. 38-100) may have come much later. 
A narrow selis of the third leaf (Cols. vii-viii) was joined so that the verso corre- 
sponds to the recto of the rest of the leaf. All the leaves are much damaged, 
especially the first, of which the recto is barely legible anywhere owing to the dis- 
colouration of the papyrus, and the second, which is in almost the last stage of 
decay, so that decipherment is sometimes precarious. The script is a good-sized 
somewhat irregular uncial with a tendency to cursive forms, especially in a and A, 
and resembles the Cairo Menander Plates D and E and 1369 (Oedipus Tyrannus ; 
Part xi, Plate vii): it most probably belongs to the fifth century rather than the 
early part of the sixth. Jota adscript was generally omitted. The height of the 
column varies from 32 lines in Col. ix to 25 in Cols. vii-viii. The first hand was 
responsible for a few corrections, for the marks of elision throughout, and in 
Id. vii for a number of accents and breathings, besides a breathing in v. 114. 
Elsewhere in /d. vii, i. e. in Col. viii frequently and more sparsely in Cols. iv and 
vii, accents and breathings were inserted by a corrector, who was not appreciably 
later than the first hand and revised 7d. v and vii (not always very intelligently ; 
cf. vii, 101, n.), but apparently not xv, altering a number of readings and adding 
a few interlinear glosses (vii. 110) and stops (vii. 77). 
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The published fragments of Theocritus from Egypt have hitherto been very 
exiguous, being limited to 694, which contains parts of xiii. 19-34 (and cent.), 
some tiny vellum scraps of /d. i, iv, v, xiii, xv, xvi, xxii (Wessely, Wiener Stud. 
1886, 220sqq. and Mittheil. Pap. Rain. ii. 78 sqq.; 5th or 6th cent.), and of xi and 
xiv (Berliner K lassikertextev. 1, p. 55; 7th? cent.),and a small piece of scholia on 
V. 38-49 (οὐ. cit. v. 1, Ὁ. 56; Ist or 2nd cent.), all of them being practically 
worthless. Hence, pending the publication of the nearly contemporary and very 
much longer fragments of a Theocritus codex found by Johnson at Antinoé, 1618 
is in spite of its lamentable condition the first papyrus contribution of any 
value for the text of that author. The Greek Bucolic poets are thought to 
have been collected two centuries after Theocritus by Artemidorus, whose son 
Theon edited Theocritus alone with a commentary. Additions to the collection 
were made by other grammarians down to the second century, and in the fifth and 
sixth centuries the Bucolic poets were much studied, but afterwards they suffered 
a long period of neglect. When in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries MSS. of 
them make their appearance, the collection of Artemidorus had been reduced to 
a nucleus of poems of Theocritus (/d. i, iii-xiii) accompanied by varying additions. 
The leading position in the MSS. is assigned to K (13th cent.), which contains 
Ld. i, vii, iii-vi, viii—xiv, ii, xv, xvii, xvi. ... Other important MSS. or groups of 
MSS. are (1) B, a lost codex which was the basis of the edition of Callierges and 
the Juntine (both 1516), and apparently had i-xvii in nearly the same order as K ; 
li...; (3) H (13th-14th cent.) with the order i-xv, xviii...; S (14th cent.) 
with the order i—xiv, ἐπιτάφιος Biwvos, xv—xviii; (4) M (13th cent.), considered to 
be the second-best MS. for the earlier poems, with the order i-xvii; (5) V (late 
14th cent.) and Triclinius (c. 1300) with the same order as PQT up to xiii, 
followed by ii, xiv, xv...; (6) AEU (all 14th cent.) with the order i-xviii; 
(7) Ὁ (12th cent.; the oldest MS., but still imperfectly collated) containing only 
v. 62-viii, allied to AE. In /d. xv, where the divergences of the MSS. are much 
greater than in v and vii, L (14th cent.), containing v. 55-xv ... but imperfectly 
collated in the earlier poems, supports V Tricl. 

1618, as would be expected from its comparatively late date, does not present 
a very correct text ; cf.1614. Apart from the usual difficulties arising out of the 
dialect and minor errors such as per’ for pey’ in vii. 100, wor for οστ᾽ in vii. 103, σὺ 
for ov in xv. 54, avras for avrat or αὐτὰ in xv. 67, more serious corruptions occur 
in vii. 73 ta Zaves for τας Zeveas, xv. 99 φθεγξει [ru] of for φθεγξειται τι cad’. Inv 
1618 tends to support K against M (1. 111, 115-16, 118, 148; 57 and 146 are 
doubtful) ; but in vii the opposite tendency is just as noticeable (Il. 79, 90, 109 ; 
against ll. 81-2, 85, 112), and in general the eclecticism of the papyrus is evident. 
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In v and vii new readings are rare, being confined to vii. 75 air’ ἐφύοντο for aire 
φύοντι and vii. 112 "E8pw πὰρ ποταμῷ for Ἕβρον πὰρ ποταμὸν (both easier than the 
reading of the MSS.), and vii. 92 ἐν ὦξρεσι for av’ pea, which makes no difference 
to the sense. The difficulties in v. 118 and 145 recur, though in v. 116, 
where all the MSS. except S have gone astray, 1618 has the right reading. 
In xv, however, where the text of Theocritus is in a much more unsettled con- 
dition, there are several novelties of importance. Chief of these is [πέρυσιν 
in 1. 98, confirming a generally accepted conjecture of Reiske for the corrupt 
σπέρχιν or πέρχην of the MSS. Other valuable readings are ὄχλος ἀλαθέως in 1. 72» 
which seems to account for the variants of the MSS., and 6 κὴν ’Axépovr|t φ[ιληθείς 
which removes a difficulty in 1. 86; but in 1. 38 κατεῖϊπες does not solve the 
problem of that corrupt passage. μὴ ἀποπλαγχθῆς for μή τι πλανηθῇς in 1. 67 is also 
attractive, and εἴθε for εἴ τι in 1. 70 may be right, as possibly λαλεῦσαι for λαλεῦμες 
ἴῃ. 1. 92. Considering the fragmentary condition of Cols. ix—x, the gains are not 
inconsiderable, and 1618 as a whole is an interesting specimen of a text which 
stands apart from the existing families of MSS. and seems to have been at 
least as good as that of K. That in the later poems, from xiv onwards, the 
condition of the text has suffered considerably since the fifth century is now 
probable, but the earlier poems do not seem to have undergone much change 
between the fifth and thirteenth centuries. On this subject, however, much 
fresh light may be expected from the Antinoé papyrus, which does not over- 
lap 1618, and consists largely of the later poems. 

With regard to the order of the /dy/s, the placing of vii immediately after 
v is without parallel in the later MSS., but the arrangement in the contem- 
porary vellum fragments published by Wessely, in which v followed iv and 
xxii followed xiii, xv being also represented, was possibly identical. The 
occurrence of fragments of xv in conjunction with v and vii suggests that xv 
occupied an earlier position than usual, but the absence of revision in xv 
supports the natural presumption that this poem followed, not preceded, 
v and vii, whether the interval was large or small. 


Col. i (Frs. 1-2 recto). 


err οἵῳ οἵα 


τοῦθ ΡΟ ΘΠ ΓΘ ΎΨΖΙΣ XV 171 


[oxrw δὲ σκαφιδας μελιτος πλεα κηρ] εχοισας 
60 [αὐτοθε μοι ποτερισδε και αὐτοθε βουκοἸλιασδευ 
[Tav σαυτω πατεὼν exe τας δρυας αλλα Ths appe 
[τις κρινει αιθ ενδοι ποθ ο βουκολος ὡδεῖ Δυκωπας 
ἰουδεν eyo Tyvw ποτίδευομαι adda Tov αν͵]δρα 
[ae Ans τον δρυτομον βωστρησομες os Tas epeliKas 
65 [τήνας Tas mapa τιν ξυλοχίζεται eats de Mopclov 
15 lines lost 


Col. ii (Frs. 1-2 verso). 
81 Ζαῴνιν eylo| δ᾽ αὐταῖς χίιμαρως δυο mpav ποκ εθυσα 
“καὶ yap ἐμ πολλων [φιλεει μέγα και καλον avTw 
[κρι]ον eyo βοσκω [τα δε Kapvea καὶ dn εφερπει 
᾿πλαν δυο τας λοίιπας διδυματοκος atyas αἰμελγω 
85 καὶ μ᾽ α παῖς πίοθορευσα ταλαν λεγει avTos| ἀμελγεις 
᾿φεὺ gev Λακαὶν τοι ταλαρως σχεδὸν εἰκατι πλῆηροι 
Tupw Kat Tov ἰανηβον εν ανθεσι maida μολύνει 
“Badr Kat μάϊλοισι τον αἰπόλον a Κλεαριστα 
Tas αἰγας παΐρελωντα και adv τι ποππυλιασδει 
gO κῆμε [yap ο Κρατιδας τον ποιμενα λεῖος ὑπαντων 
ἐκμαίίνει λιπαρα δὲ παρ avxeva σειίετ εθειρα 
“αλλ ov συϊμβλητ ἐστι κυνοσβατος ovd ανεμωνα 
προς ρίοδα των avdnpa παρ αιμασιαισι πεῴυκει 
15 lines lost 


Col. iii (Frs. 3-6 recto). 
I line lost 
110 ToL TeTTLye[s οἱρίητε Tov αἰπολον ws ερεθιζω 
[ovrw|s xupes θην ερεθισδετίε τως Kahapevtas 
ἰμισεω τας δασυκερκος αλίωπεῖκας αἱ [ta Μικωνος 


7γισ 
ίαιει φοιτωσαι Ta ποίθεσπερα ρίαδοντι 


[kak yap eyo puce@ τως KavOlapos δι τα Φιλίωνδα 
115 [ἰσυϊκα κατατρωγοντες ὑπανεμίοι popeovTat 


[n οἷν μεμνησ᾽ or ἐγων tv κατηλασα Kat τυ cecaplas| 
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127 


130 


138 


[40 


150 
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[ev] ποτεκιγκλιζευ Kat Tas Spvos nxEo τηνᾶς 

Touro μὲν ov pepvayl olka pay ποκα τειδεὲ τὺ δίησας 
Evpapas exadnpe καλίως μαλ]α τοῦτο γ᾽ sojape 

[ηδὴ] τις Μορσίων πιϊκρᾳίινεται ἡ ovye παραισθευ 
[κηγω pay κυ]ει(ζω Μορσων twa καὶ τίν δὲ λεύσσεις 
4 lines lost 

[a mails ανίθ vdaros ta καλπιδιὶ κηρια Bara 


[Tal pely εμίαι κυτισον TE και αἰγιλον avyes εδοντι 
κίαι σίχοινον πίατεοντι καὶ εν κομαροισι κεοντι 
[ται]σι δ᾽ ἐμαις ἴοιεσσι πάρεστι μὲν a μελιτεια 
ἰφείρβεσθαι [πολλὸς δὲ καὶ ὡς poda κισθος επανθει 
[οὐἱκ epap’ Αἰλκιππας οτι με mpay οὐκ εφιλησε 
[T]ov ὠτων καίθελοισ οκα οἱ ταν φασσαν εδωκα 
“αλλ eyo Ευϊμηδευς epapar μεγα Kal yap ok avT@ 
τὰν συριγγ ἰω]ρίεξα καλον τι pe KapT εφιλησεν 
“ou θεμιτὸν Aaxwv mot andova κισσας ερισδειν 


οὐδ᾽ emomas κίυκνοισι τυ δ ὦ Tadav εσσι didrex Ons 


Col. iv (Frs. 2--| verso). 
1 line lost 
[Swperrat Mopowy ταν apuvida και τυ] δε θυσαΐῖς 
ἰταις Νυμῴαις Μορσωνι καῖλον κρεας αὑτικα πεῖμψον 
[reno ναι τον] Πανα φριμασί σ]ε[ο] πία)]σα τραγισίκων 
[yuy ayeda| κηγωΐν yap ιδ ως μεγᾷ ἴτουτο)] καχαΐξω 


ἱκαττω Alakwvos τίω ποιμενος οττι ποὶκ On 


[avu|gapav τὸν apvov ες wpavoy ἰυμμιν] ἀλευμαι 


5 αἰγες ἐμαι θαρσειτε κερουχιδες αὐυρίιοὶν υμμε 


πασας εγὼ λουϊσίω Συβαριτιδος ενδοθ᾿ ι) λιμῖνας 

ouTos ο λευκιτία]ς ο Kopum|TiAlos εἰ τιν᾽] οχείυ]σεῖες 

ταν αἰγων φλᾳσίσω) τυ πῖριν nly [εἶμε καλλ[ιεἸρησίαι 
ταις Νυμῴφαις ἴταν αμνον o ὃ av παλιν αλλα] γενοιμίαν 
αι pln τὶν φλίασσαιμι ΜελΊανθιος avire Κομ]ατία 

(52) 


3 lines lost 


a 
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Io 
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7O 
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[k Avzvyevns δυο τεκνα Λυκωπεος εἰ τι περ [εἸσθῖλον 


ἴχαων τῶν eT ἀανωθεν ἀπο Κλυτιας τε) και avtw [ 
[Χαλκωνος Βουριναν og εκ ποδος ανυε] κραναν 

[ev γ ενερεισαμενος πετρὰ γονυ ται] δὲ παρ αὐταν 
[Χαλκωνος Βουριναν os εκ ποδὸς avve κΊραναν Ϊ 
ἰαιγειροι π͵τελίεαι τε ευὐσκιον adcos ἐἸφα[εν [ov 
[χλωροισιὶν πίεταλοισι κατηρεῴεες Κομ)οωσαι 

ἰκουπὼω] ταν ἱμεσαταν οδον avupes ου]δὲ TO capa 
ἰαμιν το ΒΊρασίίλα κατεῴφαινετο καὶ τον οδιταν 
εἶσθλον συὶν Μίοισαισι Κυδωνικον ευ]ρομ[εἸς ἄνδρα 
ουνίομα) μεῖν Δυκιδαν ns ὃ αἰπολος οὐδε] κε τις μιν 


Cols. ν-νὶ lost 
Col.-vii(Fr. 7 recto). 
ἰκνυζα. τῇ ᾳσῴφοδελίω τε πολυγναμπτω τε σελινω 
[και πιοίμ[α]ι μαλακωΐς μεμνημ)]ένος Αγεανακτος 


[ἰαυταισ]ιν κυλίκεϊσ]σι καὶ εἰς τρυγ]α χεῖλος ερειδων 


[αυλησ]εῦντι[[ ν]] de μοι δύο [π]οιμεν εἰς eis μεν Α χαρνεὺς 


eis δὲῖ Δυκωπίτας [0] de Τιτυροῖς εγγυθεν αἰἶσει 


X@s| opos τ ἐπονεῖτο καὶ ὡς δρύες αὐτον εθρ[ην]εὺυν 


[ 
[ws ποῖκα τα Ξανές ηράσσατο [Aalpus o βουτας 
[ 
[I 


Ἱμείρ]α ar εφύοντο map όχθαισιν ποταμοῖο 
€UTE χιὼν ὡς τις κατετάκετο μακρὸν Up Aiplov 
ἢ Abe ἢ Ῥοδόπαν ἡ Καύκασον εσχατόωνἾτα 
ασει δ᾽ ὡς ποκ᾽ [ἔδεκτο Tov αἰπόλον evpea λάρναξ 
ζωὸν εόὄόντα κακ[α]ίσσιν ατασθαλίησιν ἀνακτος 
ὡς τε νιν αἱ oiplat λ]ειμωνόθε φερβον ἵἴοισαι 


κεδρον ες αδειαν [μαλΊακοις ἄνθεσι μέλισσαι 
οι 


ουνεκα γλυκὺ Moola] κατα [στ]όματος χέε νέκταρ 


] μακαριστε Κομᾶτα τυ θην rade τερπνὰ πεπονθεέίις 


ίω 

[κα]ὶ τὺ κατεκλάσθης ες λᾳαίρίνακα και τυ μελισσᾶν 
[κηρια] φερβόμενος έτος [wplov εξεπόνησας" 

[αιθ em] enor wots εναρ[ιθΊμιος ώφελες ἢμεν 

[ 


ὡς TOL Ey|@y ενόμευον ἂν ὥρεα Tas καλας atyas 


TiS 
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95 
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[povas εσαίων tv δ' ume δρυσὶν ἡ γ ὑπὸ πευκαΐις 
[αὃν με]λισδόμεϊν]ος κατεκ[ εἸκλ[ ε]σο θίειε] Koplarla 
[xo μεν] Toro’ εἰπων απεπαύσατο ἴτον dle μίετ] αὐυθις 


Ὁ lexe οἷον 


[ΝυμῴφΊ]αι κημ᾽ εδιδίαξαὴν ev ἄϊρεσι βουκ]ολίεοντα 


Col. viii (Fr. 7 verso). 
[eva Ta mov καὶ: Zialvols] εἶπ] [Olpdvio ἄγαγε hapa 
[adda roy εκ] ralvjroy wey’ ὑπείροχον orre y' αείδειν 
[ἀρξευμ] ad [vmlaxolvalor emer] φίιλῖος ἐπλεῖο Μοισαις 
Σιμιχιδαι plev] Ερωτες εἐπέπταρον. ἢ yap ἴο δειλος 
[τοσσΊον [epa ΜΊυρτους οσον) είαρος αἴγες ερανῖτι 
ἄρατος ὃ ο [ra] πάντα φιλαίτατος avept τήνω 
παιδὸς ὑπο σπλάγχνοισιν exer πόθον οἵδεν [Apioris 
εσθλος ανὴρ pet ἀριστος ὃν ovdé κεν avtos αειδίειν 
Φοῖβος συν φόρμιγγι παρα τριπόδεσσι μετάιροι 
ὡς εκ παιδὸς Aparos iim οστεον αιθ᾿-ετ᾽ ἔρωτι 
τον μοι Ilav Ομόλας ερατὸν [π]έδον ὥστε λέλογχας 
ἄκλητον Kelivolo φίλας εἰς χ]ειρας ερείσαις 
er eat apa Φιλίνος ὃ μαλ[θαϊκὸς εἴτε τις αλλος 
κει μεν ταῦθ' ἔρδοις w ΠΙαν)] φίλε: μη τι ov παῖδες 
Apkadtkol σκίλλα[σιν ὕπο πλευρας τε καὶ ὠμ[ουὴς 
[τ]ανίκα μαστίζοιεν ore κρέα τυτθὰ παρείη Ϊ 
εἰ ὃ ἄλλως vevoas κατα μὲν χρόα παντ᾽ [ονυχεσσι 


εν akaAndats 
δακνόμενος κνα[σαιο] και εν κνίδαισι [καθευδοις 


[εης δ᾽ Ηδ᾽ωνων μεῖν εἶν ώρεσι χείματίι μεσσω 
[EB]pe παϊρ] ποτάμω τγἰε]τραμμένοϊς εγγυθεν apkrov 
ἐν δὲ θέζε]ι πυματοισ! [π]|α[ρ] As θηόπεσσι νἱομευοις 
πετραι [υπ]ο Βλεμύων ὄόθεν οὐκέτι Νείιλος opatos 
υμμεῖς 0 Ὑ]ετιδος καὶ Βυβλιδος add λίιποντες 
ἰναἹμα κίαι ΟικευΊντα ξαν[ θ]ᾶς [εδ]ος αἰπὺ ΖΔίωνας 


[@ μ]άλοϊισιν Epwrels ερε[υθομέν]οισιν ομοίιοι 


Some columns lost 


xv. 38 


40 


45 


51 


55 


60 


65 
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Col. ix (Frs. 8-16 recto). 


ἰαλλα κατα γνωμαν απίεβα τοι rolvro κατ᾽ ειπίες 
[τωμἸπεχίονον φερε μοι klar ταν] θολιαν κατα [κοσμον 
[αμφἼιθες οὐκ ag Tu τεκνίον μοίρμω δακνίει ἱππος 
[ἰδα]κρυε [ο]σσα θελεις χωλον [8 ov dle τὺ γενίΐεσθαι 
ἱερπωμεὶς Φρυγια τον μίικκον παιΐσδε λαβίοισα 

ταν κυν᾽ εἴσω καλεσον ταν αὑλειαν] αἰποκλαξον 

[ω θεοι οσσοὶς οχΐίλ]ος mols Kat ποκα TolvTo πίερασαι 
[xen το κακον μυρμαῖκες αναριθΊμοι και aper]pole 
ἰπολλα Tot w {{τ]ολεΐμαιε πεποίηται καλα εργ]α 


[εξ @ ev αθανατοις o τεκὼν ovdets κακοεργἼ]ος 

3 lines lost 
αἰδίστα [Topyor τι γενοιμεθα τοι πολεμισται 
ἵππίο]ι τίω)] BlactAnos avep φιλε μὴ pe πατησὴης 
[οἹρθος αἰν]εστία o πυρρος ιδ ὡς αγριος κυνοθαρσης 


α 
Evvo ov φεϊυξη διαχρησειται τον αγονταὰ 


ὠνᾳ[θ]ην pleyadws ort μοι τὸ βρεῴος pever ενδὸον 


θαρίσει IIpagivoa και δὴ γεγενημεθ οπισθεν 
τοι ὃ [eBay ες χωραν καυτα συναγειρομαι non 

1 line lost 
[εκ mlaidos σπευδωμες οχλος modus apply επιρρΊει 
[εξ] αυλίας w] μαίτε]ρ εγίων ὦ τεκνα παρενθε](νἹ 
evpapes| εἰς Τροιαν πίειρωμενοι ηνἾθον Αἰ χαιοί 
ἰκαϊλλισται παιδων πίειραι θην παντα] τελειται 
ἰχρησἹμως a πίρεσβυτις ἀπωιχετὸ θεσ]πιξασα 
[παν͵τα γυναΐικες ἰσαντι καὶ ὡς Ζευς αγ]άγεθ᾽ ραν 
[θασα]ι Iplagivoa περι ras] θυρίας οσσος οἸμιλος . 
[θεσπεσιος Γοργοι dos] ταν χερα plot λα]βε καὶ τυ 
[Evvoa Ευτυχιδὸος πο͵]τ᾿ εχ avras μὴ [αἸποπλαγχθης 
[πασαι ap εἰσενθωμες] απριξὲ exev Εἰυ]νοα ἁμων 


ἰοιμοι δειλαια διχα μεὺυ] To θεριστριον η[δ]η 
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Col. x (Frs. 8-16 verso). Plate iv: 

xv, 70 [εσχιστΊ αι Γοργοι ποτ-ῖτω Atos τ γενοιο 

[ευδαιμωὴν ὠνθρωπε [φυλασΊσευ τ᾽ ονπεχονοῖν plev Ϊ ; 

[ov em εἶμιν μὲν ομίως δεῖ] φυλαξομαι οχλος adabeals 

[ωθευν}] ὠὡσπεῖρ ves θαρσεῖι γυναι ev καλω εἰμες 

[kets ὡραΪ]ς κηπείιτα Pid αἰνδρων ev Kadrw εἐἰιης 

75 [appe περισ]τελίλ]ωϊν χρηστου κἸ]οικτειρμονος alvdpos 

ἰφλιβεται)] Ευνίοα appv aly’ ὦ δειλα [rv βιζαξευ 
ἰκ]αλλισίτ᾽ εν]δοῖι πασαι o ταν νἷνον em] αἰποκλαξας 


[Πρ]αξινοα] ποῖταγ ὧδὲ τα ποικ]ιλα πρατοῖν αθρησον 


[λεῖπτα [Kat ὡς χαριεντὰα θεων περον]αΐματα φασεις 
80 [πο]τνΐι Αθηναια ποιαι σῴ επονασαν εριθοι 
3 lines lost 

[avros ὃ ws θαητος er apyupeas κατακειτΊαι 
85 ἰκλισμω mpatov tovrov amo κροταφων) κἰατα)]βαλλῶ 
[o τριφιλητος Adwvis o κην ἄχερονἾτι φ[ιληθεις 
ἱπαυσασθ w δυστανοι avavyTa κωτιλλΊ]οισ[ αι 
[Tpvyoves εκκναίσευντι πλατειασδοισα]ι αἰπαν]τα 
[ua ποθεν ὠνθρωπος τι δε τιν εἰ κωτίλαι ειμεῖς 


90 [πασσαμενος επιτασσε Συρακοσιαις επιτασΊσεις [| 


[os εἰδὴς καὶ τουτο Κορινθιαι ειμες ανωθεν] 
[ws και ο Βελλεροῴων ΠΠελοποννασιστι λαλΊευσαι | 
[δω]ρισδϊεν δ᾽ εἐξεστι δοίκω τοις [Alwpjtee|oor 
μὴ φυη ΜΙελιτωδες os αμων] καρτεροϊς] «in 
95 mAaly] ενῖος οὐκ ἀλέγω pn μοι κενεαὶν ἀπομαξῆς 
᾿σ[ἤγη Πρίαξινοα μελλει tov Adwvily αειδείεν 
a tas Apyetas θυγατη)]ρ -[πολυιδρις αἸοι[δος 
ατις και [ἱπερυ]σιν τον ἴαλίεμον αριστευσε 
φθεγξει [rt] of οιδα καλοῖν διαθρυπτεται ηδὴ 
100 δεσποιν᾿ [a] Γολγως τε καὶ ]Ιδαλιον εφιλησας 


v. 53. The vestiges of ll. 53, 56, 58, 60-2, and 65 are too slight to give a real clue, 

57. πολλακις : so KH?AE (and O according to Wilamowitz, who, however, elsewhere 
states that this MS. begins at 1. 62); τετράκις ΜΡΟΤΗΙ. There are fairly distinct traces 
of A, but possibly it was corrected from or to p by the first hand. 

87. tupw: the » seems to have been corrected from ον, 
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111. xupes: SOK; κ᾽ ὕμμες or x’ ὕμμες the rest. 

ἐρεβισδετίε: so most MSS.; ἐρεθίξετε Ἰ ΜΡ. 

114. eyo: so MSS.; ἐγὼν edd. since Brunck. Cf. 1. 116, where 1618 has εγων, but 
most MSS. and edd. ἐγώ, 

115. φορεονται : so KOHA ; ποτέονται MPQTY, v.1. in schol. 

116. [n olv: 7 is omitted by OPTQ! Tricl., but must have been written here. 

μεμνησ᾽ : SO KP (μεμνασ according to Hiller; but according to Wilamowitz KP have 
μέμνα like MHA’E, others reading μέμνασ᾽. 

or: so MSS.; δκὶ Tricl., edd. For eyo cf. 1. 114, ἢ. 

117. nxeo: Ir εἰχεο. 

118. pay ποκα : 80 K yp. (ὅκα μάν ποκα τίν τοι djoas) M?PQT'H!S? ΤΊο], ; μὰν the rest ; 
μάν τοι Wilamowitz. 

τειδε: SOK; τεῖνδε Ρ ; τῆνδε Q; τῆδε MOAS. 

121. ἰσκιλλΊας tov: the reading is uncertain, but no variant is known. 

129. σχοινον : so ASL; ayivov other MSS., edd. 

144. tov: so MSS. except K? (τὰν ; so edd.). 
145. kepovxides: SO MSS. κερουλίδες and κερουλκίδες are vv. 1]. in the scholia; κερούτιδες 
Ahrens. 

146. Auw[vas: so MAE; but the vestiges are too slight to decide with certainty between 
this and kpa| vas (KOP). 

148. ἡ γ᾽ [elwe: soKO &c.; ἢ ἐμὲ M'PQ Tricl.; ἤ γέ we Schaefer. Cf. vii. 88, ἢ. 


vii. 5-6. The v of αὐτῶ has a stroke through it in the black ink used by the corrector, 
and it is not clear whether he rewrote that letter or was making a flourish at the end of 
κραναν when inserting 1. 6 in its proper place. Line 7 was placed before 1. 6 by the first 
hand. The final letter of κραναν is not much like » in either place, but no variant is known, 

8. ἔφαινον is the reading of the MSS., corrected to ὕφαινον by Heinsius, comparing Virg. 
οί, ix. 42 lentae texunt umbracula uites. All that survives in the papyrus is an accent by 
the corrector (as is that in ], 12) and traces which are reconcilable with ¢a and », 

to. The first hand apparently wrote σημα. 

12-13. It is not certain that the fragment containing εἰ and ow{ at the beginnings of 
lines is ccrrectly placed here. 

13. pw: apparently corr. from νιν, rather than vice versa. pu MSS.; νιν edd. 

69. The first hand perhaps wrote Ay:avakros like P. 

70. αὐταισἾιν: so (or αὐταῖσι) MSS.; ataow Schaefer; αὐταῖς ἐν Valckenaer. The 
traces of a letter preceding ν do not suit ε. 

71. The v of αυλησήευντι seems to have been corrected or added by the second hand, _ 
which crossed out the superfluous » at the end. 

73. τα Haves: 1. ras Ξενέας (or ξενέας) with KMO &c.; ξενίας PS; ἃ ν.]. ξανθᾶς (ice 
Ξάνθας) is recorded by the scholia. 

74. apd’ eroverro: so Ahrens; ἀμφεπονεῖτο Wil. with KPH; ἀμφεπολεῖτο OSQAE 
Tricl.; in M vis corr. from Δ, The apostrophe does not necessarily imply that the scribe 
regarded avd and enoverro as two words; cf. e.g. ν. 116 Kar'ndaca, 

75. ar’ εφύοντο: aire φύοντι MSS. The intransitive use of φύω is very rare in 
early writers, but occurs again in Theocr. iv. 24 καλὰ πάντα φύοντι (where, however, HS 
read φύονται) and in Mosch. iii. 108. avr’ εῴυοντο removes a difficulty, but may be only an 
emendation or a slip due to the other imperfects ; cf. xv. 86, ἢ. 

78. The first hand wrote aoe and seems to have omitted ξ οἵ λαρναξ. 

79. ατασθαλίησιν : so M3 ἀτασθαλίαισιν KP. 


N 
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80. λ]ειμωνόθε : λειμωνόθεν KP; λειμωνοθὶ My; λειμωνόθε the rest (?). Above the vo the 
corrector has apparently crossed out a grave accent by the first hand, which at the end of 
the line seems to have written covea like P. 

81. ἄνθεσι: so KK; 1. ἄνθεσσι. 

82. [στ]όματος yee: SO KP &c.; στόμα ἔγχεε M. 

83. Κομᾶτα: the MSS. wrongly accentuate this paroxytone. 

merovOelus: ove is very doubtful, and memer.. might be read; but no variant is 
known. 

85. εξεπόνησας : so most MSS. (ἐξεπόνασας) ; ἐξετέλεσσας OM and ν.]. in the scholia. 

86. «wor: so most MSS.; ἐμεῦ P, edd. 

88. ἡ γ᾽ υπο: ἢ ὑπὸ MSS. There is room for two letters between ἡ and v, and γ᾽ is 
uncertain; but cf. v. 148. 

00. απεπαύσατο: so most MSS., edd.; ἀνεπαύσατο K. 

92. κημ᾽ εδιδί αξα]ν : κἠμὲ δίδαξαν MSS. apparently. 

ev ἄΐρεσι: ἀν᾽ ὥρεα MSS., a reading which may well be due to the proximity of ἀν᾽ dpea 
{ΠῚ} 8... Ch int 

94. οττι γ᾽ αειδειν: so O Tricl. and ν.]. in the scholia. The vestiges are very faint, 
but do not suit ὠ rv γεραιρεζι)ν, the ordinary reading. 

96. ἡ: 1. ἡ. 

98. Aparos: so KMPQA'; Ὥρατος SA? Tricl. 

100. per’: 1, pey. Cf. the next note. 

TOL. μεταιροι : μεγαίροι MSS. except P (μεγαίρει). Probably the first hand wrote peyarpor, 
and the corrector altered it wrongly, being apparently under the influence of the incorrect 
μετ᾽ in]. 100. The τ is clear ; με-γαιροι (cf. 1. 102, n.) cannot be read. 

102. The first hand had divided wrongly a6’ er, which the corrector altered by a stroke 
connecting 6 and ε; cf. xv. 70, ἢ. 

103. Opddas: 80 KM 5 ὁμόλου HO; ὁμόλου with  suprascr. P; Μαλέας Ahrens. 

wore: 1. ὅστε. 

104. κεζίνο]ιο : so ΜΡ &c.; τήνοιο H. Above the « is a superfluous accent added 
by the corrector. 

ερείσαις : the corrector apparently added an accent above ep, but crossed it out, adding 
one over to, though that is really more like a rough breathing. 

105. et’ ἐστ᾽ apa Φιλίνος: so MSS. except S (εἴτε &. ἄρ᾽ ἐστίν). 1618's accent on Φιλίνος 
should have been circumflex. 

106. κει: so S, edd.; κἢν the rest. 

ταῦθ᾽ : so H &c.; ταῦτ᾽ KMP. 

épdois: So KMPE?; ἔρδεις HSE}. 

ov: so K?; tv most MSS. and edd. 

108. μαστίζοιεν : μαστισδοιεν MSS. apparently. 

109. νευσαις : somost MSS.; νεύσεις K3 νεύσοις PS, What the first hand wrote instead 
of adXas is obliterated. 

110. With the gloss on ev κνίδαισι cf. schol. κνίδη tf’ ἡμῶν, ἀκαλήφη δὲ ὑπ᾽ ᾿Αττικῶν. 

111. pect: οὔρεσι, KMP &c. 

112. [EB|pw πα[ρ] ποταμω: a new reading. The first hand wrote [E8]pov πα[ρ] ποταμον. 
ἕβρον map ποτ. S; εὖρον map ποτ. KMOPHA. CF. int. 

t[e|rpaupeévos : co most MSS.; κεκλιμένος K yp. MPTQ?; τετραμμένον some late MSS. 
The corrector at any rate must have read -pévos, not -μένον. 

113. The first hand wrote Αἰ[θιήοποισι. 

116. Οἰκευΐντα : so S and schol.; οἰκεῦντας Ο ; οἰκεῦντες the rest; Οἰκοῦντα Hecker, 
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XV. 38. roluto kar’eunles: τοῦτο κα ε. KL; τ. καλὸν ε. PHS?AE; +. καλ᾽ ε. some late 
MSS. ; τοῦ τόκα ε. or ναὶ καλὸν εἶπας the old edd. Cf. int. 

41. [dalxpve: so MSS. ; δάκρυ᾽ edd. 

[oloca θελεις : so KP &c.; ὅσσ᾽ ἐθέλεις HS. 9 is corr. from ἃ or π᾿ by the first hand, 

42. παιΐσδε: so most MSS. ; παῖδα K, 

54. Euvoa ov φεζυξη: Εὐνόα od φειξῇ MSS. It is possible that o was added above the 
line after αἱ, but the o of ov was not corrected. 

59. empl: these two letters are on a separate fragment of which the position is 
uncertain. 

60. εγίων ὦ τεκνα maperOe|[v. The supposed « is represented by the tip of a <troke 
above the χ of Αχαιοί in ]. 61, which suggests « or p. The MSS. vary between τέκνα εἶτα 
7 H'SW Tricl., ὦ τέκνα εἶτα π. AEL, and ὦ τέκνα 7. KPH?. The objection to the 
restoration of either of the first two readings is that παρενθε]ν would not come at the right 
point and with πα]ρίενθειν the last letter or two would be expected to be visible, whereas 
a vestige of ink at the end of the line is too-near the supposed p to be the final ν of ενθειῆν 
and seems to be the accent of Ἀχαιοί. 

62. [καλλισται : so D and another Paris MS. according to Ahrens, and a Venetian 
MS. according to Ziegler; κάλλιστε P; καλλίστα K &c., Wil. 

64. Hpav: so KP; Ἥρην most MSS. 

67. avras: avra(t) or αὐτά MSS. ; αὕτα Wil. 

μη [αἸποπλαγχθης : μή τι (or rv) πλανηθῇῆς MSS. ἀποπλαγχθῇς, an aorist often found in 
Homer, may well be right. For the hiatus cf. e.g. the reading of the MSS. in vii. 88. 

68. exev: so most MSS.; ἔχε KH. 

apov: so most MSS. rightly; δωμά K; δμωίς P. 

» 70. Γοργοῖ: so most MSS.; Γοργὼ KE. For the stroke connecting mor and τω (by 
the first hand) cf. vii. 102, ἢ. ᾿ 

εἴθε: εἴ τι MSS. Cf. int. 

71. pudac|ocv: soS; φυλάσσεο the rest. 

τ᾽ ovrexovoly: 1. Teprexovo[y. 

72. φυλαξομαι : so MSS.; φυλαξοῦμαι the ancient editions. 

adabea[s : ἀθέως Ἰζ ; ἀθρόως PA; ἄθρως M ; ἀθρόος (sometimes after ὄχλος) other MSS. ; 
ἀθαρέως Ahrens. adaews accounts satisfactorily for the reading of K and the attempts to 
emend it. The traces suit s a very well. 

77. ev|do[e: if ev|d[v, the usual form in the MSS., had been written, part of the ν would 
have been expected to be visible ; but this is not certain. 

86. Αδωνις o κην Axepor|re P[irA}pOes: "Ad. ὃ κὴν ᾽Αχ. φιλεῖται most MSS. apparently 
(φιλῆται K) ; "Ab. ὃς κὴν Ay. φιλεῖται PV ; “Adav ὃς κῆν Ay. φιλεῖται Ahrens; "Adavs ὁ κἦν "Ay. 
φιλητός Reiske, which comes near the reading of the papyrus. 4 for ds relative, though 
common in Homer, seems to be very rare, if found at all, elsewhere in Theocritus; but 
φιληθείς would be a natural emendation to some one who misunderstood 0... φιλειται. Cf. 
int. and vii. 75, n. 

92. λαλΊευσαι : λαλεῦμες MSS. Cf. int. 

94. em: OF etn 

96. σιγη: so K ; σίγα other MSS. 

98. [mepu]ow: so Reiske for σπέρχιν or πέρχην (K). The restoration is fairly certain, 
for though e (but no other letter) might possibly be read instead of o, there is not room for 
five letters in the lacuna, and the traces suit o better. Cf. int. 

99. φθεγξει [τι op: φθεγξεῖ τί σάφα P; φθεγξεῖταί τι σάφ᾽ other MSS. rightly. 

100. Τόλγως : 80 Καὶ ; γολγώ or γολγόν the rest. 
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1619. HERODOTUS iii. 


Fr. 10 10-8X13-5 cm. Late first or early second cen- 
tury. Plate V (Fr. 10). 


These portions of a roll containing the third book of Herodotus belong, like 
1092 (fragments of the second book in a different hand), to the large find of literary 
papyri made in 1906 which produced 1082-8, 1174-6, 1231, 1233-5, 1859-61, 
1610-11, &c. About 40 pieces, subsequently reduced by combinations to 25, 
have been identified ; but several of the still more fragmentary texts accompany- 
ing the Herodotus were written in hands so similar that small pieces of the various 
texts can hardly be distinguished, and two of these MSS., Homer, N-Z 
and a tragedy (?), seem to have been actually written by the scribe of the 
Herodotus: we have therefore ignored for the present a large number of un- 
identified scraps. Parts of about 220 lines scattered over chs. 26-72 are 
preserved, the earlier columns being better represented than the later. The 
hand is a well-formed round uncial of medium size, of the same class as P. Brit. 
Mus. 128 (Homer ¥-; Kenyon, Class. Texts, Plate viii, there dated too early), 8 
(Alcman?; Part i, Plate ii), and the Berlin Alcaeus (Schubart, Pap. Graecae, 
Plate xxix b), and no doubt belongs to the period from A.D. 50 to 150. Some 
documents of the Domitian-Trajan period, e. g. 270 (A.D. 94; Part ii, Plate viii) 
and P. Fay. 110 (A.D. 94; Plate v), are written in practically uncial hands of 
a similar type, and the care with which iota adscript is inserted also supports a 
_ late first-century date. K is written in two pieces separated by a space, and 
Y is y-shaped. The columns had 39-40 lines, and the beginnings of lines tended 
to slope away slightly to the left. The lines range from 21-6 or 27 letters, 
with an average of 23-4. The common angular sign is used for filling up short 
lines. Punctuation was effected by short blank spaces and paragraphi, which 
in the case of longer pauses are combined with a coronis, as e.g. in the British 
Museum Bacchylides papyrus. A few stops (in the middle and low positions) 
which occur (Il. 177, 332, and 410) are not due to the original scribe; but he was 
responsible for the breathings in 1]. 180 and 434, the occasional diaereses over 
initial « or v, as well as for the insertion above the line of an omitted word (I. 446), 
and probably for the corrections or alternative readings added above the line 
between dots in 11. 143, 327, and 380. The MS. has undergone considerable 
revision, for at least two cursive or semiuncial hands, which are different from 
that of the main text but approximately contemporary with it, can be dis- 
tinguished in various notes in the upper margin or between the columns, either 
correcting or explaining the text (II. 69, 131, 355, 379, 410, nn.), Ὁ 
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1619 is nearly 13 times as long as 1092, which is much the longest Herodotean 
papyrus published hitherto; the others, most of which also come from 
Oxyrhynchus (18, 19, 695, 1244, 1875, P. Munich in Archiv, i, p. 471, Ryl. 55, 
Brit. Mus. 1109 in Viljoen, Herodoti fragmenta in papyris servata, p. 44; Cf. 
also the lemmata in P. Amh. 12), are quite small. Since 1619 is also the earliest 
or one of the earliest authorities for the author (P. Munich is ascribed to the 
first or second century, the rest to the second or third), it is of considerable value 
for the history of the text. The mediaeval MSS. are divided into two groups 
known as (a) the Florentine, headed by A (tenth century) and B (eleventh century), 
and (8) the Roman, headed by RSV (all fourteenth century): C, an eleventh 
century MS. of group (a), P (fourteenth century ; mixed) and E (excerpts only ; 
thirteenth century) and other late MSS. are unimportant. Stein gave a decided 
preference to (a), regarding unsupported readings of (8), which had been preferred 
by Cobet and other scholars, as in most cases conjectures. Hude puts the value 
of the two families almost on an equality, with a slight preference for (a). 1619 
bears practically the same relation as 1092 to the two groups, the agreements 
with (a) being nearly twice as numerous as those with (8). A similar relation 
is traceable in two of the other Herodotean papyri (19 and 1244; the others, so 
far as they go, support (a), except P. Amh. 12); and the evidence is now 
sufficiently extensive both to afford a substantial justification of the eclectic 
method pursued by Hude before the appearance of 1092, and to confirm the 
natural superiority on the whole of the older group. The tendency to 
attest the antiquity of suspected interpolations, which is so often exhibited by 
papyrus texts and is already traceable in regard to Herodotus (cf. Viljoen, of. céz. 
p- 59), is illustrated by 1619 in ll. 28 and 69, where τῶν κακῶν probably and 
καλεομένους certainly occurred, though in both cases bracketed even by Hude, who 
is more conservative in this respect than his predecessors. Other passages in 
which the text of the mediaeval MSS. is confirmed against changes introduced by 
modern scholars are ll. 17, 147, 168, 333, and 411. Here the traditional reading 
can generally be defended without much difficulty, but not in 1. 168, nor perhaps 
in 1. 333. With regard to new readings, in 1. 108, a passage in which the 
repetition of the same word σκύλαξ had caused a difficulty, 1619 omits the word 
in the third place in which it occurs in the MSS., while modern editors have 
proposed to omit it in the second, and in 1. 267 the redundancy of the expression 
od πολλῷ μετέπειτα χρόνῳ ὕστερον is remedied by the apparent omission of ὕστερον. 
The addition of τῆς before ἐν Αἰγίνῃ in ll. 383-4 may well be right, but the 
omission of ὧν after τούτων in 1. 320 may be merely a slip. The solution of 
the crux in]. 319, where the MSS. are corrupt and 1619 had a shorter reading, 
is barred by alacuna; cf.1l.443-4,n. The other new readings concern the dialect, 
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in which respect 1619 is not conspicuously more correct than the MSS., as is 
shown by e.g. the forms ἐδικαιεῦντο (1. 19), κρίσει (1. 175), and ode (1. 344). 
πρῆχμα, an alternative reading in ll. 327 and 380, though not found in the MSS., 
is known in the fifth century B.c. from a Chian inscription; cf. Smyth, Jonic 
Dialect, ὃ 350. For Καμβύσην, a new form of the accusative as far as 
Herodotus is concerned, sec 1. 176, n. Regarded as a whole, the text of 1619 
is free from scribe’s errors (one seems to have occurred in 1. 374, another in 1. 131 
to have been corrected subsequently) and generally sound, presenting not many 
novelties, but combining most of the good points in both the families (a) and 
(8). Of an alternative recension with great variations, such as that indicated in 
1092. ix, there is no trace. 

Before the discovery of Herodotean papyri the origin of the two lines of 
tradition represented by the MSS. was naturally not the subject of much 
discussion. Editors of Herodotus from Wesseling to even Hude were content 
to assume the existence of an archetype of the two families, and to aim at 
reconstructing it without much regard for the question whether it was 
Alexandrian, Roman, or Byzantine. In 1909 Aly (Rhein. Mus. \xiv. 591 546.) 
put forward the hypothesis that (a) mainly represented the Alexandrian text 
as edited by Aristarchus, (8) the pre-Alexandrian vulgate in a redaction of the 
time of Hadrian; but this view, which would cut the ground from the archetype- 
theory, has not gained much acceptance, and is controverted by Jacoby in 
Pauly-Wissowa’s Realenclycl. Suppl. ii. 516-17. 1619 certainly does not lend it 
any support. Jacoby himself is also sceptical about the validity of the current 
archetype-theory, and is disposed to regard the two families as quite ancient 
recensions, parallel to the papyri. But the most natural inference to be drawn 
from the eclectic character of 1092 and 1619 is that these first-second century 
papyrus texts were older than the division of the families (a) and (8), which 
seems to have taken place not earlier than the fourth century; cf. 1092. int. and 
Viljoen, of. cit. p. 56. By the first century the text of Herodotus had 
reached a condition which is only slightly better than the text recoverable from 
a combination of (a) and (β)}. 

Frs. 3, 7, 10, and 20 are from the tops of columns, Fr. 14 from the bottom, 
the rest from the middles. The point of division of lines is quite uncertain in 
Frs. 1, 2, 13, 23, and 24, and the proposed arrangement of Frs. 9, 20, and 25 is 
only tentative. 


Cola (Eri). Col. iii {Ἐτ- 2). 
aywyolvs αἰπικομένοι 26 6 επ]ιφ[ α]ίνεσθαι 27 


eliat εἰς ] Tore mavzjes 


1619. 


εχο͵υσι μεν 
Alcypiovi|ns φυϊλης 
5 απε]χουΐσι 


Col. iv (Frs. 3-6). 


Ιο αξιος μεν γε Διγυπτιων 


ἱριων 29 


[ovros ye o Oeos αταρ τοι] ὕμεις 
[ye ov xalpovtes γελωτα)] eve On 
ἴσεσθε ταυτα amas ενε]τειλατο 
[Toot TavTa πρησσουσι τουΪς μεν 
15 [tpeas ἀπομαστιγωσαι Αιγυπτι 
ων δὲ τῶν αλλων Tov av λ]αβω 
ορ]τη μεν 
[dn διελελυ]το Αιγυπτιοίισι] οἱ δὲ 
ο δε Anfus> 


[πεπληγμεῖνος Tov μηΐρον εφθι 


[ot ορταζοντΊ]α κτεινΐειν 


[pees εδικαιευντο 


20 
ve [ev τῶι tlpwl κατακειμενος 
“και [Tov μεν] τελευτησίαντα εκ 
του τρωματοὴς εθαψαϊν οἱ tpees 
λαθρίηι αμ]ϑυσείω Καμβυσης 30 
25 δὲ ὡς ἰλεγουσι Αιγυπτιοι avTika 
δια τίουτο το αδικημα εμανὴ 
εων [ovde προτερον ppevnpns 
και πίρωτα μὲν των κακὼν εξερ 
[γασατο τον αδ]ελῴφεζον Spepdw ε 
30 [ovTa matpos Kat] μητίρος της av 
Γ 


τὴς τον ameme|uwe [es ]Π]ερσὰς 


[pOover e€ Αιγυΐπτον oft το τοξον 


ἵμουνος ΠΠερσεωὴν οσοὸν ἴτε emt δυο 
15 lines lost 


IE ODOTUS ὙΠ: 


50 


60 


65 


7O 
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κεχαρη͵κοτες optal (orev 
] o KapBulons 
Col. v (Frs. 7-8). 
[ βασΊιληιοι δικαστα[ι 
ἰτοτατος αποκτενεοντία ply ὁ 30 


[de avaBas ες Σουσα α͵Ἰπεκτεινε 
[Σμερδιν οἱ μεν λεγοΐυσι ἐπ᾿ a 
lypnv εξαγ]αγονΐτα οἱ δε ες] την E 
[pvOpnv θαϊλασσαν mploayayor 
[Ta κατ]αποντῶσαι 


[dn Aeylovor αμβυσηι tov κα 


πρωΐτον μεν 31 
ἱκων αρΊξαι tovro δευτεῖρα de ε 
[ξεργα]σατο την αδελῴφείην επι 
ἱσπομείνην οἱ es Δ ι([γ]υϊπτον rn 
[Kat ouvolkele Kat ηἶν οἱ am apy 
ἰφοτερων αδε]λῴεη [eynue δὲ av 
ἰτην wdle ουδαμίως yap εωθε 
σαν προ͵τερον τίηιϊσι αδεϊλφεηισι 
ἰσυνοίκεειν Περσαι ηραϊΐσθη 
[wins τω]ν αδελῴφεων Καμβυσηϊς 
[kau εἐπειῖτα βουλομενος αὐτὴν 
ἴγημαι οτι oluk εωθοτὰ επενοε 

ἰε ποιησειν εἰρεῖτο Kadecas > 


[rovs βασιληίους Ka.|Acopevousz 


ἰδικαστας εἰ τις εστι κ]ελευων VO 


[μος τον βουλομενον αἸδελφείηι 
ἰσυνοικεειν οἱ δὲ βασιλη]ιοι [δι 


About 16 lines lost 


Col. vi (Fr. 9). 


About 15 lines lost 
Ἰκωμενίου de του σκυλακος aded 32 
105 |peov αὐτίου αλλον σκυλακα απὸ 


ρ]ηξαντα [rov δεσμον παραγε 


νἼ]εσθαι οἱ ὅδῖνο δὲ γενομενοὺς 
τίω δὴ επιίκρατησαι του σκυμ 
kale τον ἵμεν Καμβυσην noe 


About 18 lines lost 


vou 


128 


130 


135 
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140 


145 


266 


>— 


270 


Col. vii (Frs. 10. i, 11). Plate v Col. viii (Fr. τος ii). Plate v 
[ka ἐεμιμησαο τον Kupou] οικον 32 168 ναι προς τον ἰπατερ)α τέελεσαι Kv 34 
[αποψιλωσας τον de θυμ]ωθεν ρον ot δε αμ[ἰειβοντο] ws en a 
[ra epmndnoa αὐτηι εχου]σηι:- 170 μεινων του |waTpo|s Ta TE yap € 
[ev γαστρι Kal μιν εκτρωΐσαν a εκτρωσασί κεινου παντία εχειὶν auvTov και 
[ποθανειν ταυτὰ pev| ες τοὺς οἱ 33 προσεκτησθαι Ayulmrov τε Kat 
κ[εἸξοτατους ο ΚαμβυσΊης εξεμα την θαλασσαν Πεΐρσ]αι μεν trav 
vn εἰτίε δὴ δια τον Amy εἰτε Kat ta ἐλεγον Κροισος de παρεὼν 
adAws ova [πολΊλα [εωθε] ανθρω 175 τε καὶ οὐκ ἀρεσκομενος τῆι KPL 
mous καταλαμβαϊνειν 7 Kat yap τι get εἰπε πρὸς Tov Καμβυσὴν τα 
va kat εκ yevens [vovooly μεγα δὲ ἐμοι μεν νυν ω mat Kupov. 


AG ae SS CUD ov δοκεεις ομοιος εἰναι τωι πᾶ 
τ ONY OU μείουσι τ eee [Tpt οἷν yap κω τοι [εσ]τι ϑιος oLov | 
PUY. τον GSU le AUC as anu ace, 180 [σε exellvos κατείλ]ιπετο ἤσθη 
ματος νουσον [μεγαλὴν νοσεον ἘΠΠὃὋὃὃ 


τος μῆὴδε Tas φίρενας υγιαινεῖν 26 lines lost 


eens 


ταδὲ ες tous αἴλλους Περσας e& 34 [ ἫΝ ἱ 

Pi τ ἀὴρ ὧν Col. ix (Frs. 10. iii, Τὰ ἢ. Plater 
[rlov προς II|pngéaomea τον ετιμα hs gic Πρηξασπεα δὲ ορωντα 35 
τε μαλιστα Kal οἱ Tas αγγελιας ανΐδρα ov ppevnpea Kat περι ε 
εφορεε οἶυτος τουτου τε ο mais 210 ὠὐΐτωι δειμαινοντα εἰπειν δὲ 
οινοχοοῖς ny τῶι Καμβυσηϊι τι σπίοτα ovd αν αὑτον eywye 6o 

μὴ δὲ Kat alutn ov σμικρη εἰπειν , κΚείω Tov θεον ovTw αν Kadrws 

δὲ λέγεται ταῖδε Πρήξασπες βᾳίλεεν Tore μεν ταῦτα εξερ 


k[o\tov [me τινὰ νομίζουσι Ilep yaolato ετερωθι de Περσεὼν 


16 lines lost 215 ομίοιους Toot πρωτοισι dude 


ka [em ovdeuint aitine αξιο 


Col xi Fire ΤΟΣ ΠῚ 
19 lines lost 
K{apBvons τον Κροισον ov πολ 36 


χρίεωϊε eAwy ἕωοντας emt Kepa 
7 lines lost 
225 [ov de xreweis μεν avdlplas σε 
[ 


we 


Awe μίετεπειτα χρονωι καὶ οἱ θε wvTou πολιητας em] οὐδεμ[ιηι 


ε 
ραποῖντες μαθοντες τοῦτο emny αἰτίη ἀξιόχρεως πο 


[ 
YAN GUT Omer Siete [vers de mratdas nv δε] πολλα Tot 
[ 


Καμβίυσης δὲ Κροισωι μεν συνὴ αὑτὰ ποίηις opa oKws μη σεὺ 


1619. 


About 15 lines lost 


Coly xii (Fr/13). 
286 βοηθεοντΊ]αΐς 39 
| κρατηΐσας 
Tappoly περίι 


Col. xviii (Fr. 14). 
About 28 lines lost 
417 kev [τῆς altins νυν δε αἰει ἐπει 49 
“τε εκτισίαν τὴν νῆσον εἰσι αλλη 


ROUGL οἰαφίοροι «1 «τ. του 
320 τῶν εἰνεκεν ἀπεμνησικακε 

ov τοισι Σ]αμιοισι οἱ Κορινθιι ε 

“meume δὲ [es Σαρδις ew exroune 

Περιανδρίος των πρωτων Kep 

κυραιων [επιλεξας Tous παιδας 
325 τιμωρειΐμενος προτεροι yap οι 
Κερκυραΐιοι npgav es avrov πρὴ 


Ps 
ypa αἰτασθαλον ποιήσαντες ε 


HERODOTUS 171 


185 


230 ἰαποστήσονται ΠΤερσαι εἼμοι de 
: [πατὴρ aos Kupos ενετελλ)]ετ ο] 
About 15 lines lost 


ΘΟΙ ΠΣ Σ ΤΕ ΤΠ 


328 ηισι συμ]πίεπτωἼζοτα [οικτειρε 52 


᾿υὑπίειῖς δὲ τῆς [oplyns nie ἴασσον. 

830 Kal εἐλεγε 
>— 

αιρετωτερὰ EOTL ταῦτα Ta νυν 


ὠ Tal KOTEpa τίουτων 


[εχίων πρησσεις: ἡ τηῖΐν τυραννι 
[Oa κ]αι ayaa τα νυν εγίω exw Tav 
[Ta €lovTa τῶι παάτρι επιϊἰτηδεον 


, [wapladapPBavew os εωἷν Epos 
[te mats και Κορινθου τηΪς evdae 
[wovos βα]σιλευς αλητηῖν βιον εἰ 
[Aev αντι]στάτεων τε και οργῆι 


ἰχρεωμενἾος es τον [ale ἠκίιστα ἐχρὴν 


340 [ee yap tis συμφορηὴ [εν autor 


[or yeyove] εἰξ ns υποψίιην es 


Col. xxii (Fr. 16-17). 


342 [σειν] και [Tov οἰκον του πατρος δι 53 
[apop|nbevta μαΐλλον ἡ avTos 
[ope αἸπελθων ἐἴχειν απιθι ες Ta 

345 [οἰκιΐα παυσαι [σεωυτὸν ζημι 
[ov φι]λοτιμιη ἰκτημα σκαιον 
[Mn τωι] κακωι το κακον ἰὼ 770 

ἰλλοι] των διίίκαιων τα επίει 


(0 ΕΠ {1 5: 18. 1. 19. i). 


επι TOV Qa - 
] 94 


ΒΩ ἰέετΤὶ Τ axlo 
355 | TRAN αχίος κρωτηριου Ἷ 


5 lines lost 


361 ἴσπομενοι εκτειῖνον εἰ μεῖν 55 


πολλοι δε 
880 non Ta μηΐτρωια διζημενοι 
Ta πατρωϊα ἀαπεβαλον τυραν 
[ves χρῆμα ἰσφαλερον πολλοι δὲ 
[alurns εἐρασται εἰσι ο de yepwy TEN? 


[keoTe]pa [προτιθεισι 


[δ]η και πί[αρηϑηκως μη δωις τα 


Col. xxiv (Frs, 18. ii, 19. ii). 
via ode tous de de~apevovs 56 
379 οὕτω δὴ απίαλλασσεσθαι av 


Τὴν πρωτὴν [στρατιὴν ες τὴν 


365 


385 


425 αποϊπιπτει 


430 


435 


186 


[vi@y ὁμοιοῖ εγινοῖντο ταυτη[ν)] 
[thy ἡμερὴν Apyxiln τε και Λυκω 
[mnt atpeOn αν Sapujos Αρχ[ῆης 
lyap και Avxwmns μ]ουνοῖι συν 


ἱεσπέσοντες φευγου]σι εἰς To 


ἰτειχος τοισι Σ᾽ αμιοισι [και azo 


νυν οἱ παρεοντες)] Δακεδαιμ[ο] 55 
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Acinv Λακεδαιμίονιοισι Awpre 


ες ἐποιησαντο [ ot δεπι τον IIo 57 


λυκίρίατνεα σ]τρατείυσαμενοι Fape 
4 lines lost 


. δίεοντο τὰ de των Σιφνιων mpy 
oy 
γιματα ἡκμαζε TovTov Tov yxpo 


380 


νον και νησιωτεων μαλιστα ε 


πίλουτεον ATE εοντων αὑτοισι 


Col. xxvi (Frs. 20-1). 


σαν es To ιροὴν της AOnvains της 59 

εν ἄιγινηι ταῦτα dle εποιησαῖν 

eykoTov εἐχον͵τες Σαμίοισι Αιγίι 

νηται προτΊεροι yap Σαμίζοι ew A 

μφικρατεος)] βασιλευοντῖος ev 
About 18 lines lost 


Col. xxix ΕἾ 22): 
στραϊΐτευεσθαι emt Tov μαγον Kat 64 
ot αναθρωισκοντι emt Tov ἱππὸν 
του [koAeou Tou g~iheos ὁ puKns 
γυμνωθεν de To 
E[]flos παιει Tov μηρον Tpapa 


Col. xxxv (Fr. 24). 
παραγινΊεταῖι 79 
ὙστΊίασπεος [ 
τουτίων yap δὴ av 
υπαρχ]ος επει ὧν [ 
εἸέ tov Πέρσεων 
ΖΔαρΊειον προϊσεταιρισασθαι 
συνελΊθοντες Ϊ 


εἸἰδιδοσαῖν 


εἸπείιτε 


406 


410 


427 


440 


445 


[mnyns apxetextov de Tlov ορυὶ 60 


[yHatos τουτου eyeveto] Meya 


[pevs Ευπαλινος Navorpo|pou 
[Touro μεν δὴ εν τῶν τριω]ν ε 
[ore δευτερον δε περι λιμενα- Ε: τ 
ἰχωμα ev θαλασσηι βαθος] κατα λί.1. -ἶ- 
About τὸ lines lost 


m λιμέ[.. 
ω 


Col. xxxiii (Fr. 23). 
τη)ν av7[nv 68 
To|re ο paylos 
συνΐοικεε και Ϊ 


Col. xxxvii (Fr. 25). 
Tol περησο]μεῖν] apelPerat Mapa 72 
os τοισδε] Oravn ποῖλλα εστι 
Ta λογωι μεν οὐκ οια τε ἰδηλωσαι 
εργωι δε αλΊ]λα δε εστι Ta ἴλογωι μεν 
οιἰὰ τε ερ͵γον ὃ ουδεῖν λαμπρον 
ἀπ᾿ avrov ? vjues de ἴστε φυΐλακας 
Tas κατεστΊ]εωσας εουσας ofvdev 


μεν 


χάλεπας πα͵ρελθειν τοῦτο [yap ἢ 
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Hewv covtaly τοιωνδὲε ovdjets oo 

τις ov πα͵ρησει Ta μεν κου καται 

δεόμενος] ἡμέας τα δὲ κου και 
450 δειμαινωῖν τοῦτο δὲ €x[® autos 


oxn Wi εὐπ]ρεπεστίατην τῆι 


7. mavr|es : om. Κα. 
15. The size of the lacuna favours απομαστιγωσαι (ABC) rather than απομαστιγνωσειν 
RSV). 

( 17. op|rn: (9) ὁρτὴ Schaefer, Hude. There is certainly not room for 7 in the lacuna. 

19. εδικαιευντο: a ‘byper-Ionic’ form due to false analogy; cf. Smyth, Jonic Dealect, 
ὃ 690. εδικἼευντο (so RSV) is unlikely. 

21. tear: so RSV, edd. There is room for ce]pax, but cf. 1. 139 ἴρην. 

28. 1619 probably agreed with the MSS. in having τῶν κακων, which is bracketed by 
Stein and Hude ; but ll. 29-33 are on a separate fragment of which the exact position is not 
certain. 

31. [es Περσας : om.S. The size of the lacuna makes it certain that 1619 agreed with the 
other MSS. 

49. Cf. 1. 69, ἢ. 

54-5. mp[oayayor|ra(R, edd.) is slightly preferable on grounds of space to πρίοσαγαγον τα, 
the ordinary reading. 

58-9. επιϊσπομεΐνην : so R, Hude; ἐπισπωμένην SV. εἰσπομεΐνην (ABP, Stein) is too short. 

69. The two strokes after καλεομένους presumably refer to the marginal note (I. 49), 
where they may have been repeated at the beginning of the line; cf. 1620. ii. καλεομένους, 
which is omitted by ABP and apparently erased in C, is omitted by Stein and bracketed by 
Hude ; but if the corrector wished to omit it, βασἸιληιους δικασταῖς, not Bao |Antow δικασταίι, 
would be expected in the note. Probably one or more words are lost before βασήιληιοι and 
the note is explanatory, like that in the margin of ]. 355, which is inthe same hand. That 
the note refers to 1. 72, where βασιληιοι δικασται Occurs in the text (1619 is defective at this 
point), is unlikely in view of the critical mark against 1. 69. 

103-4. νι] κωμειζου: νικομένου BR, 

105. avz[ov αλλον σκυλακα : SO ABC, edd. ; ἄλλον αὐτοῦ ox. PRSV ; om. ἄλλον ox, Naber ; 
cf. the next n. 

108. After δὴ the MSS. have τοὺς σκύλακας, but 1619 is probably right in its omission ; 
cf, int. and |. 103, n. 

131. The cursive marginal note extpwcac(av) is possibly by the writer of the scholium 
on |. 410, but is certainly not due to the writer of notes on Il. 69 and 355, and seems not 
to be by the first hand. The size of the lacuna suits the hypothesis that the first hand 
had omitted ac. 

132-3. ovk e|orarous : οἰκ[η]ους (ABCP, edd.) is too short. 

135. [εωθε]: so RSV (ἔωθεν), edd. ; [εωθεε] (ABC) is too long. 

136. καταλαμβαΪνειν) : before this edd. insert κακὰ with RSV. 

137. καὶ " om. ABC, edd. 

143. ABC agree with the original reading ra δὲ ἐς, while RSV rightly have τάδε δ᾽ 
(or δὲ ὃ) ἐς, agreeing with the superscribed reading. ᾿ 

147. εφορεε: So MSS., Stein; e(ce)pdpee Naber, Hude. εσἤεῴορεε is unsatisfactory, for 
the supplement in |. 146 is already long enough. 

149. ka: om. P. 
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150. δε: Kriizer’s conjecture δὴ is not supported. 

168. τελεσαι: so ABRSV; om. E3; καλέσαι (= -εῦσαι ?) C3 εἰκάσαι ὃ Stein. Hude 
brackets this inappropriate word. 

172. προσεκτησθαι: προσκτήσασθαι RSV. 

175. τηι kpioer: τῇ γινομένῃ κρίσει RSV. 

176. Καμβυσην : Καμβύσεα MSS. here as elsewhere in Hdt., though in the other cases 
the word belongs to the first declension, and the Attic accusative is of course Καμβύσην. 
With regard to Ξέρξης, ᾽Οτάνης, and some other proper names in -ys both forms of the 
accusative are found in MSS. of Hdt.; cf. Smyth, of. εἴ]. § 438. 

ΤΟ ταδε: om. RSV. 

181. ἀκουσ]αζς: om. ABCE. 

231. Whether everedd}-7[0] (ABCE) or everetha]ro (RSV) is to be read is’ not certain, 
There is no reason for supposing that in 1619 ὁ was inserted before σός, as suggested by Bekker. 

267. μίετεπειτα Xpovar : μετέπ. Χρ. ὕστερον MSS., which is too long. The vestige of a 
letter following Aw suits » very well, but χίρονωι followed by μετέπειτα or ὕστερον could be read. 
ὕστερον is superfluous; cf. vii. 7 χρόνῳ μετέπειτα. 

268-9. επηγγελλζοντο avtw.: ἐπήγγελον τὸ αὐτὸ (V), ἐπήγγελον αὐτῷ (3), ἐπήγγελλον αὐτῷ 
(Schweighauser) are all unsuitable. , 

286-8. The position assigned to this fragment is far from certain, περι in ], 288 being 
doubtful. ν or [o. can be substituted for 7, and η, «, ν, or π᾿ for ρ. 

319. diaplopo.........: the MSS. are corrupt, having διάφοροι ἐόντες ἑωυτοῖσι (ἑωυτοὶ 
RSV). Kriiger suggested ἐρίζοντες for ἐόντες, Reiske supplied οἰκήιοι before ἐόντες, Valckenaer 
συγγενεῖς after ἑωυτοῖσι. 1619 was clearly shorter, and the sentence may have ended with 
διαφίοροι, for in 1. 320 ὧν, which occurs in the MSS, after τούτων, is omitted, and the new 
sentence may have begun....... ὧν τουτων εἰνζεκεν. A connecting particle is, however, not 
necessary with τούτων (cf. e.g. ]. 13), and the absence of a paragraphus below l. 319 suggests 
that ll. 317-21 may have formed one sentence in the papyrus, though the scribe is not very 
regular in the use of paragraphi. 

320. For the omission of oy after τουτων, which may be merely a slip, ef. the previous 
note. RV have ἕνεκεν for ely eKev, 

321-2. e||reume: there is not room for aze||meune (ABC, edd.), unless οἱ before Κορινθιοι ὺ 
was omitted. 

Bale τιμωρευΐμενος : τιμωρεόμενος RSV. Cf. Smyth, op. cit. § 684. 2. “The restoration 
προτεροι (πρότερον RSV) is supported by the parallel in ]. 380; cf n, 

326-7. For the alternative form πρῆχμα, which is ignored by the MSS, of Hdt., see int. 

328. ἰοικτειρε: 50 MSS. ; [oteripe, the form preferred by edd., would be long enough. 

333. ayaéa ra: so MSS.; (ra) ἀγαθὰ τὰ edd, since Aldus. 

339. es: εἰς AB less correctly. At the end of the line, where the supplement is rather 
long, producing a line of 27 letters, the division was perhaps εἰχρην, but only 8 or 9 letters are 
expected in the lacuna at the beginning of ]. 340. 

344. ode, the reading of the MSS. corrected by edd. to σῴεα, is rendered certain by the 
size of the initial lacuna, amé suits the space better than ἀπελθε (RSV). 

346. φιηλοτιμιη: for n φιλοτιμιη (RSV, edd.) there is not room, if, as is probable, there 
Was a space after ov, 

351. Either ameSadov or μετεβαλον (ABC) can be restored. 

353- The supplement, based on ΑΒ. is rather long, producing a line of 27 letters, and 
perhaps either n- should be omitted with R (SV om, ηδὴ), or τε, or even both, 

355. The marginal note is in the same hand as that in 1. 49. 

361-2. RSV have ἐκτείνοντες instead of ἔκτεινον... παρεύντες. 

363. eywolyro: or eyevo|yro (ABS, Stein). 
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365. αἰρεθη av Saplos: αἱρέβησαν Σαμίοις RSV. 

370. 87: om. RSV. 

372. Λακεδαιμ[ονιοισι (PRS ; -ησι V) suits the size of the lacuna better than Λακεδαιμζονιοι 
(AB, edd.), 

373-4. Πο]λυκίρ(ατδεα o|rpar. : the lacuna ought not to exceed 4 letters, but the omission 
may have been supplied above the line, as in 1. 446. 

378-9. «||8[eovro: the supposed vestige of ὃ may belong to a paragraphus. In the 
margin are traces of a note, which might refer to I]. 361-2, but is nearer to col. xxiv. 

379-80. For the alternative spellings πρηγίματα, πρηἸχίματα cf. 1. 327 and int. 

383. ts: om. MSS. But cf. e.g. v. 82 τῇ ᾿Αθηναίῃ τε (τε om. SVU) τῇ Πολιάδι, vii. 
43 τῇ AOnvain τῇ ᾿Ιλιάδι. 

386. προτΊεροι : πρότερον RSV. 

406, tlov opu|| yparos τουτου : τούτου τοῦ ὀρ. RSV. 

410. The supposed stop after λιΐμενα, which is not wanted, might be the bottom of a 
critical sign referring to the marginal note, which begins πίερι) λιμε(να) and seems to be of 
an explanatory character. In the second line woe π΄ or π᾿ (i.e. παρά) or ws enfae can be 
read; the third line does not seem to be λ[ιμεῖν ... The ink is lighter than that of the 
main text and the marginal note on ]. 131, and the hand certainly different from that of 
ll. 49 and 355 marg. 

411. κατα: so MSS., which continue εἴκοσι ὀργυιέων. Stein and Hude follow Eltz in 
reading καί for κατά, which is not satisfactory. As Lobel remarks, κατά would be expected 
here to mean ‘about’, especially since most of the dyke was under water ; cf. the frequent 
examples of xara with numerals quoted by Schweighauser, Lex. Herod. ii. 10. Hence the 
mistake may well lie in ὀργυιέων, for which we suggest ὀργυίας, unless there was a substantive 
εἰκοσιόργυιον, Meaning a ‘length of 20 fathoms’. : 

423. οἱ: om. C. 

427-8. 1619 no doubt had δὴ ταυτὴην ecxe (om. RSV) between αὐτίην and τοῆῖτε. 

430. mapayw|ero[c: or possibly εἾς ra [Souca. 

434. Of the supposed breathing over e|é only the tip of a horizontal stroke is left, which 
might be interpreted as belonging to a paragraphus. Lines 433-4 would then begin [χ]ὺς 
and σι εἶξ, but this arrangement does not suit ll. 432 and 435-6 very well, and ἔξ is a very 
natural word on which to place a breathing; cf. 1. 180. 

438. εἰπεζιτε or emec|re| can be read. 

440. Oravy: Or. ἡ AB, edd.; ’Or. ἢ C. 

443-4. ἔργων δὲ οὐδὲν dm’ αὐτῶν λαμπρὸν γίνεται MSS. 1619 was shorter and presumably 
omitted γίνεται or ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν rather than λαμπρόν. 

445. κατεστεωσας : xateo|raoas (RSV) can equally well be read, but is somewhat less 
suitable to the supposed length of the initial lacuna. 

446. μῖεν, inserted above the line by the first hand, is read by all the MSS. 

447. towvde: so Hude with RSV; τοίων ABCP, Stein. 


1620, THUCYDIDES i. 


1414-3 cm. Late second or early third century. 
Plate VI. 
_ This fragment consists of the upper portion of two columns and a few 
letters from the beginnings of lines of a third column of a roll containing 
the first book of Thucydides, and covers chs. 11-14 with considerable lacunae. 
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The script is a medium-sized uncial of a second—third century type, resembling 
843 (Part v, Plate vi) and 1175 (Part ix, Plate iii). That it is more likely to have 
been written before A.D. 200 than after is indicated by the notes referring 
to alternative readings, which have been added later in the upper margin 
by a different and cursive hand. These notes are very like those in 1234 
(Part x, Plate iv), of which the main text is not dissimilar in style to that 
of 1620, though in a larger hand, and suggest a date not later than the reign of 
Caracalla. The main text may therefore well be ascribed to the reign of 
Commodus or even M. Aurelius. The columns are rather tall, containing about 
54 lines of 18-22 letters. High stops accompanied by paragraphi (which are to be 
restored after ll. 3, 10, 14, and 21) are frequent, and there are occasional diaereses, 
but no breathings or accents. Jota adscript was written in 1. 13, but 
apparently not in 1.62. An omission in 1. 3 is supplied by the original scribe, 
who also superscribed a variant in 1. 67; but a slip in 1. 8 is corrected by the 
writer of the marginal notes, which seem to be variants obtained from a different 
and older MS., not corrections ; cf. ll. 67-8, ἢ, Critical signs are placed against 
the notes and the corresponding line of the text, four different signs being found 
in Col. ii. 

The relation of the papyri of Thucydides to the vellum MSS., which are 
divided into two families, CG and BAEF, M approximating to a middle position, 
is discussed at length in 1876. int.; cf. also Hude, Bull. de Tacad. royale de 
Danemark, 1915, 579-85. Of the five best papyri the first century specimens 
tend to support C, those of the second century B, especially in the later books. 
In the chapters covered by 1620 both C and F are defective, the lost portions 
having been supplied by later hands, in both cases from MSS. of the C family 
(c and ἢ, so that F and f represent different families. 1620, a careful and. 
elaborately revised text, agrees with B against cfG four times, and with the 
C family against B twice. 1621, however, which is about a century later than 
1620, inverts the relationship to the two families, agreeing five times with C, twice 
with the B group. 1622, which is about fifty years earlier than 1620 and agrees 
twice with either group, and 1628, which is three or four centuries later and 
agrees twice with the B group, once with CG, are both too short to show their 
real character. But the customary electicism of papyri in relation to the 
mediaeval MSS. is apparent throughout the four Thucydides fragments in the 
present volume, and the division of the MSS. into two families is no doubt later 
than the papyrus period; cf. the parallel case of the MSS. of Herodotus 
discussed in 1619. int. 

New readings in 1620 occur in ll. 1, 73-4, 76, and side by side with the 
traditional readings in 11. 61, 67-8, 72 (cf. also Col. i. marg., ll. 58, 109, 112, nn.). 


τοῦ ΤΗΘΟΥΡΙΘΕΘ 1 ΙΟΙ 


Some of these are concerned with trivial differences, such as the omission of the 
article or the order of words; but in 1, 67 the traditional participle is no better 
than the hitherto unrecorded infinitive, and, especially since the marginal readings 
tend to be superior to those of the main text, the new reading proposed in the 
marginal note on ll. 67-8 may well be right. A tendency to smooth slight 
irregularities and roughnesses of style is traceable throughout 1620-3, especially 
in 1621, which confirms two modern emendations ; and, although some of the 
novelties can be explained as editorial improvements, and omissions may be 
merely due to accident, the four new fragments seem to represent texts of rather 
high quality, and distinctly support the impression gained by a survey of the 
longer Thucydidean papyri such as 16 and 1876, that without resorting to 
the drastic changes proposed by Rutherford there are many improvements to be 
made upon the tradition of the mediaeval MSS. 


( τὸ (1.11: 
jeder και ad(Aa) [Χ ἢ 
[> τὰ πεῖρι tas [vaus 
-3 [τε]σσαρας και tavta [ty] ἐστι 
μαλιστα και αλί(λα) 
Ε 


5 © παλαιτατη 
[a|ro[v wr epov Τροιαν εἰ ΤΙ. 2 55 βασιλειαι: ναυτικὰ τε εξη]ρ] 13.1 


i" [ἰαλῖλα δι αχρηματιαν 3 πο as car rns vee 
le 9 τουτων ασθενὴ nv NEES Tn ea ae 
ἰκ]αι αὐϊτ]α ye δὴ ταυτία olvoua x το" πρωτοὶ de Κορινθι(] 


λεγονται eyyvTaTa Tov 
grjorata τῶν πριν γῖίεἶνο 4: 


5 | 
[ 


ἰυποϊδεεστερα ovta τίη)ς $n 


4 
μενα: δηλουται Tos εἸργοις θ᾽ σῦν» ὠγχαιτοοῦ PETA. CUO 


2 σαι Ta περι ναὺς και Τρίη 


ἣν pets πρωτον ev Κορινθω 
ς και των] νυν πέρι της Ελλαδος ναυπηγὴ 
μη ; 
[αυτῆων δια τοὺς ποιητὰς θηναι[" φαινεται dé και 3 
το [λογΊου kaz[ea|xnKoros|'] ἐπεὶ 12.1 65 Σαμιοιῆς Αμεινοκλης Ko 
και μετα τα Tplwika [[nén]} pwO[Lols ναυπηγοῖς vaus 
[7 Eddas ett] μετανιστατο «Se 
ἴτε Klar κατωικιζετο woTeE > ποιησαι rer7[alpas εἰτὴ 


δ᾽ ἐστι μαλιστ[αἹ τριαϊκοσια 
συχασίασν)αν αὐξηθηναι q 
Hees i [els τὴν τελευτὴν 7lolvdle 


15 [9 τε yop] ἀναχώρησιδ τῶν "2 y 
[Ελληνων εἰ ἴἵλιου ypove Ἴο τοῦ modepov ore ἥμέεϊι 
[a yevoulevn πολλὰ EvEew _vokhns Σαμίοις] nAGe ylav 4 
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[χμωσε] και στάσεις ἐν Tals 12,2 % μίαχ]α τε παλαἰι]οτατὴ 13. 4 
[πολεσιν] ws emt To πολυ εἾἸγί! οἷν] [d\n ισίμ]εν ἡ Κοριν 
20 [yvovto alp wy εκπειπτον θιωΐν γ]ν[ εἸτ αι] προς Kjep 
[τες τας] πολεις εκτιζον" 75 κυραϊιο]υ[9] etm δὲ palre 
[Βοιωτοι] τε yap o νυν εξηὴ 3 στα δίιακο]σι[α εἸξη[κἸΊον] 
32 lines lost * Ta εἶἷστι μἸεχίρι του αὐτου 


31 lines lost 
Coli 


x [ous ἐποιήσατο και Pnver 13.6 115 [TwTaTa yap ταῦτα τῶν ναὺ 


110 aly ehov aveOnke τωι Aro τικίων nv φαινεται δε 14.1 
ἰλΊλίωνε tor Andro Φωκαεις και τίαυτα πολλαις γενε 
> τε [Μασσαλιαν οικιζον alls υστερα γενομενα τῶν 
τεῖς Καρχηδονιοὺυς ev Τίρωικων τριηρεσι μεν 
koly ναυμάχουντες duva 3 lines lost, traces of 8 lines, 


and 32 lines lost 


Col. i. marg. καὶ ad(Aa) ‘and so on’ recurs in the third marginal note at the top of 
Col. 1. The preceding word apparently does not occur anywhere in the known text 
of Il. 1-54, and an unknown variant seems to be indicated; cf. ll. 67-8, ἢ. 7ε ἀεὶ or κασι 
or ]kAe can be substituted for ἾἸελει. 

I. Τροιαν : τὴν Τροίαν MSS. Cf. ll. 58, 61, 73-4, nn. 

3. te, supplied by the first hand, is in all the MSS. 

n[po] τουτων : so ΑΕ ΕΜ, edd.; a[pos] τ. (A'BEF) is unsuitable to the size of 
the lacuna. 

4. ye: om. cfG, 

8. των, the reading of the first hand, is a mere error. 

11. ηδη, which has a line above it to indicate deletion, is not known as a variant here. 

14. [μη novxao(ac)lav: the traces of a are very slight, but » is fairly certain, and there 
is not room for more than 7 or 8 letters in the lacuna. μὴ ἡσυχάσασα οἴ", Hude; μὴ 
ἡσυχάσασαν ABEMF?, Stuart Jones. ; 

17-18. evea| xpooe| : <0 AEM; ἐνεόχμωσε Bef, edd. 

1g. em to πολίυ : so (ΕΓ, Hude; om. τὸ ABM, Stuart Jones. 

21. τας] modes: 80 MSS., Stuart Jones; νέας (Madvig, Hude) does not suit the size of 
the lacuna. 

22. Gertz wished to omit yap. 


Col. ii. marg. Cf. ll. 58, 61, 67-8, 72, nn., and for καὶ αλ(λα) Col. i, marg. n. 

58. Which word or words in this line were referred to in the lost marginal note at the 
top of Col. ii is uncertain. The only clue afforded by the MSS. is the circumstance that in 
E the « of πρῶτοι is by a later hand, perhaps indicating πρῶτον as the original reading; cf. 
πρῶτον in], 62, If not πρωτον, the lost variant may have been οἱ Kopwéw; cf. ll. 1, 61, 
73-4, nn. 
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61. vavs: ras ναῦς MSS., agreeing with the reading in the second marginal note. 
τριήρεις immediately following has no article, and τάς can be dispensed with; but the 
omission may be due to the accidental collocation of ναῦς and τριήρεις which belong 
to different sentences, Cf. ll. 1, 58, 73-4, nn. 

62. mpwrov ev Κορινθω: so BcEf, Hude; ἐν K. rp. AGM, Stuart Jones. Cf. Il. 73-4, 
76-7, nn. 

63. ναυπηγηθηναι : so ABEGM, Stuart Jones; ἐνναυπ. οἴ suprascr, Hude. 

67. ποιησαι : ποιήσας MSS., agreeing with the superscribed reading. The infinitive 
makes the statement less definite and is quite appropriate. 

τεττί αἱρας, with the marginal variant [re]ooapas: cf. the superscribed so in the case of 
16. i. 4 epvdarroy and 38 ηττηθειεν. 

67-8. [77] δ ἐστι μαλιστα : so all MSS. ; the marginal variant καὶ ταῦτα [rn] ἐστι pan. 15 
unknown here, but at 1]. 76, where 1620 like ABEGM has ern δε μαΐλι]στα, cfG add. have 
ἔτη δὲ μάλ. καὶ ταύτῃ and Bekker’s N ἔτη δὲ μάλ. καὶ ταῦτα. The most probable explanation of 
this duplicate set of variations is that the original reading was that of 1620. marg., but καὶ 
ταῦτα Was omitted, ὃ being inserted in its place (so 1620. 67, ABEGM); καὶ ravra was, how- 
ever, supplied in the margin, from which the words were restored to the text in the wrong 
place (as in N), resulting in the subsequent emendation of ταῦτα to ταύτῃ (cfG add.). If the 
reading of the later MSS.(G is 13thcent.; cf are later than CF), which editors have hitherto 
adopted, be supposed to be original, it is almost inexplicable that neither the scribe nor the 

‘corrector of 1620 knew of the reading καὶ ταύτῃ in 1. 76, and that the corrector should make 
matters worse instead of better. The source of the marginal variants in 1620 is probably 
older than the main text, and may well have been a Ptolemaic papyrus or at any rate as old 
as the archetype of 1620. In view of the great antiquity of the reading καὶ ταῦτα and the 
very late character of the evidence for καὶ ταύτῃ we much prefer to explain the variations in 
the light of their chronological arrangement, and to regard the readings of (a) 1620. 67 and 
the older MSS. and (4) N as intermediate steps in the process by which the reading 
preserved in 1620. marg. became corrupted into that of cfG add. 

71. nde: so MSS.; ἦλθεν edd. The earlier papyri of Thucydides as a rule omit 
ν ἐφελκυστικόν at the end of asentence; cf. e.g. 1622. 81, 84. 

72. παλα[ιοτατη : so some of the deteriores; the earlier MSS. have παλαιτάτη here, as 
has the marginal note, but in 6. g. ch. 1. 1 παλαιότερα occurs. 

η3--4. αν] η[δ]) ισ[μ]εν ἢ Κυρινθιωΐν γ]ε]τ αι]: ὧν ἴσμεν γίγνεται Kop. MSS, (G at first in- 
serted γίγνεται before ὧν ἴσμεν, but erased it). ἐσ is fairly certain, and the preceding letter can 
be η, μ, or ν, while the letter after ἐσμεν, if not 7, must be v: the traces of ev and of a letter 
after οἷν] are very slight and indecisive. _[c]op[«]v Kop. might be read, but before it ων [n]uis 
is not long enough and ων [η]μεις is inadmissible. ηδ]η is not very satisfactory, but prefer- 
able to εἰν] σ[υ]νισίμ]εν. The insertion of the article before Κορινθιωῖν may be right 
(cf. Il. 1, 58, 61, nn.); the loss of it may be due to the hiatus created when γίγνεται 
was placed before instead of after ἡ Κορινθίων. That 1620 had the form γ]υζε]ται] (with cf) 
is uncertain, for γ]ιγν εἼτ[αι] can be read. 

75-6. palAcjora: μάλ. καὶ ταύτῃ cfG add., edd.; cf. ll. 67-8, ἢ. 

76-7. διακο]σι[α εἸξηϊκΊοντα : ἑξήκ. καὶ διακ. MSS. The traces suit διακο]σιζα very well, 
but in 1. 77 μ]εχίρι is quite uncertain. 

109. To what the critical sign refers is uncertain. The only variants in the MSS. at 
this point concern the spelling Ῥήνειαν or ‘Pyviav (in other authors spelled Ῥήναιαν or 
‘Pnvaiav), except for the dittography ‘Pyvecay ἀνελών in cf. 

112. The critical sign perhaps refers toa variant concerning the spelling of Μασσαλίαν 
(Μεσσαλίαν, Μασαλίαν, Μασσιλίαν, or Μασσαλίαν MSS.). 


[9) 
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1621. THUCYDIDES ii (Speeches). 


14-3 X 11-4 cm. Fourth century. Plate V 
(verso). 

This leaf of a vellum codex is of a somewhat novel character, since it 
belongs to a collection of the speeches in Thucydides. The fragment contains 
the conclusion of the speech of Archidamus at the beginning of the war (ii. 11) 
and the beginning of the funeral oration of Pericles (ii. 35). There are 21 lines 
on a page and 20-5 letters in a line. Traces of the pagination are visible 
on both sides, but the figures are illegible.. The hand is a calligraphic uncial of 
the same type’as the Codex Sinaiticus, and the fragment has a special palaeo- 
graphical interest, for some omissions by the first hand (ll. 18 and 26) have been 
_ supplied in darker brown ink by a cursive hand. These cursive additions 
are not later than the fourth century, and the main text is likely to belong to the 
early or middle part of that century. Stops occur in the high, middle, and low 
positions, but are partly due to the corrector. A stroke for punctuation (1. 2) and 
occasional diaereses and elision-marks are due to the original scribe, a breathing 
to the corrector. Iota adscript was generally written : where omitted, it has been 
supplied in at least one place (l. 16) and perhaps two others (ll. 10 and 15), 
apparently by the corrector. 

The text as corrected is on the whole a good one and has several interesting 
novelties, which are in most cases superior to the readings of the MSS. The 
omission of the unsatisfactory οὕτω in 1. 4 confirms a conjecture of Madvig, 
though confidence in the omissions in 1621 is somewhat shaken not only by the 
two mistaken omissions of the first hand, which are supplied by the corrector, but 
by a third (1. 36), which has escaped his notice. ὑμῖν for ἡμῖν in 1. 25 confirms the 
conjecture of Hude already substantiated by 858. vii. 15, the confusion between 
these words being of course common. ἀμύνασθαι for ἀμύνεσθαι in 1. 4 and the 
omission of τῶν before ἄλλων in 1. 19 may well be right. C is supported against 
B five times, B against C twice ; cf. 1620, int. 


Recto. Verso. 
it ri, 
χοτατοι aly elev. προς TE TO € II. 5 αὐτῶν opav: ws [ου]ν emt τοσαυΐ 
πιχειρεισίθ]αι ἀσφαλεστατοι7 “τὴν πολιν στρατευοντες Kat 
[η]μεις δὲ ovd emt αδυνατον 6 μεγιστίη]ν δοξα[ν] οἰσομενοίι 
[ἰαἹμυνασθαι ποίλ]ιν ἐρχομεθα 25 τοῖς TE Mpoyovors Kat ὑμιν αἷν 
5 [αλλ]α τοῖς πασιν apiora παρεσκίευ εκ τῶν ἀποβαιζνοντων 


ἰασϊμενην' wore χρὴ καὶ πανὺυ _ Tos ἐπ᾿ ἀμῴοτερα επεσθε [o 
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[eAlmige δια payns ἵεναι avrolus πη av τις nynta κοσμεῖν 
[et] μη Kat νυν ὠρμηνται εν oft? και φυλακὴν περι πᾶντος ποι 
οὕπω πάρεσμεν: ἀλλ᾽ οταν εν ουμενοι- και Ta παρ[αγ͵γελλίο 

10 τη! γηι ορωσιν ἡμᾶς δηουνταῖς 30 μενα ofews δεχομενο]" ᾿καλ 
τε και Ta εκεινων φθειρονταῖς ἰλ]ιστον yap τοδε και ἀασφαλεστῖα 
πᾶσι yap εν τοις ομμασι. και εν τίω 7 ᾽ τον πολλοὺς οντας ἔνι κοσμῶωι 
παραυτικα οραν πασχονταὰς χρωμενοὺυς φαινεσθαι: 
τι andes opyn προσπιπτέΪι εἐπιταφιος 


Ih Kat οἱ λογίσμωι ελαχιστα ἰχρίω 


μενοι θυμω, πλειστα ες εἰρ]γδ 35 oft μ]εν πολλοι τῶν (εν)λθαδε ndn 35.1 
καθιστανται: Αθηναιοὺυς de 8 εἰρηκοτων επαινοῦυσι τον 
τι προσθεντα τῶι νομῶι τὸν Ao 


καὶ πλειον των αἀλλωὼν εἰκος 
γον τονδὲ ὡς καλον επι τοις Ϊ 


TovTo Opacal: οἱ ἀρχειν TE αλλῶ 
Ρ ΡΧ εκ τῶν πολεμὼν θαπτομεῖ 


20 [αἸξιουσι' καὶ emlovTes τὴν τῷ 
40 νοις ayopever Oat avrov: εμἴοι 


πελας Onovy μαλλον των 
Ἶ B a 7 δ᾽ apkovy αν εδοκει evar αν 


4. [α]μυνασθαι : ἀμύνεσθαι οὕτω MSS., Stuart Jones; ἀμύνεσθαι omitting οὕτω Hude, 
following Madvig. For other variations between ἀμύνεσθαι and ἀμύνασθαι cf. e.g. i. 96. τ. 

II. τα exewov: SOC; τὰ ᾿κείνων A; τἀκείνων BEFM, edd, 

12-13. kat ev... οραν is deleted by Hude, who alters πάσχοντας to πάσχουσι. 

14. tt: te C. 

15. Usener wished to delete o. 

18, τι, supplied by the corrector, is in all the MSS. 

19. a\\ov: τῶν ἄλλων MSS,; but τῶν ἄλλων has just occurred in ], 18 and αἀλλων is quite 
defensible. 

21. trav: τὴν MSS., rightly. It is certain that των was first written, but the second 
half of the ὦ is incompletely preserved, and ὦ may have been corrected to 7. 

22, αὐτων : αὐτῶν C, Hude, Stuart Jones; ἑαυτῶν ABEFM*. αὑτῶν was probably 
meant by the papyrus and is likely to be right. 

22-3, τοσαυΐτην: so CEG marg. B yp. ΕἾ yp. ΜΈΓ ex corr., edd. ; τὴν ἄλλην ABFM ; 
τοιαύτην some late MSS. 

24. οἰσομενοι : οἰόμενοι B. 

25. ὕμιν: so 858; ἡμῖν MSS. Cf. int. 

35. oft μ]εν : so ABEFM with Tiberius, Syrianus, Dionysius, Castor, and Max. Plan. 
Hude (but not Stuart Jones) formerly carried his preference for CG to the length of reading 
μὲν οὖν, but now (ed. maior?) brackets οὖν, 

35-6. ndn etpnxoray: so CG (ἤδη add. G?), schol., Syrianus, Max. Plan., edd. ; εἰρηκότων 
ἤδη ABEFM ; om, ἤδη Tiberius, Castor. The MSS. of Dionysius vary between ἤδη «ip. and 
εἰρ. ἤδη. 

39. πολέμων : πόλεων ΑΒΕ, 

40. Dobree wished to omit avrov. 

41. δ᾽ : δὲ CG, edd. αρκουν av: ἂν ἀρκοῦν M. 

02% 
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1622. THUCYDIDES ii. 
17:5 Χ 21-2 cm. Early second century. Plate IV. 


The chief interest of this much damaged fragment, which consists of 
the lower halves of two columns and a bit of the column preceding, and contains 
parts of chs. 65 and 67 of Thuc. ii, is palaeographical, for on the verso is part of 
a contract for loan dated in Mecheir of the rith year of Antoninus Pius 
(A. D. 148), so that the recto must have been written before 148, probably in the 
reign of Hadrian, and is an unusually well dated specimen of second-century 
uncial writing. Other papyri which more or less approximate to it in style and 
date are 9 (Part i, Plate iii, which was there dated somewhat too late), 841 
(Part v, Plate iii), 1288 (Part x, Plate iii), and 1619 (Plate iv). A >-shaped sign 
is used for filling up short lines, and pauses are indicated by occasional blank 
places, paragraphi, and stops chiefly in the middle position (the high stop 
at the end of |. 51 is not certain). A mark of quantity occurs in 1. 53, and 
a correction of spelling, possibly in a different hand, in 1. 81. The column con- 
tained 29-30 lines of 16-22 letters. Iota adscript was written. 1622 agrees with 
C twice and with the other family twice; cf. 1620. int. The only new reading 
occurs in the very compressed sentence beginning in 1. 84, of which the end is not 
preserved. Here the text of 1622 is apparently corrupt as it stands, but is 
perhaps nearer the original than the reading of the MSS., which may be only an 
emendation; cf.n. ad loc. 


Cola 

17 lines lost and traces of 7 lines [dws] me[pleyeverOar τ[ην] 
25 [covroyv τῶι Π]ερικλ]ει ewe 65. 13 [πολ]ιν ΠΙελἸοποννησι 

ἱρισσευσε τοτε] ah wy avTos 30 [ων avt@y| τῶι πολεμῶωι 

ἱπροε)γν]ω [klar ἵπα͵νυ ἂν pas 

Col. ii. Col. iii. 
16 lines lost 16 lines lost 

[k]at του] αἴυτου θερουὴς τίελευ 67. 1 μίονοὶς πίαρα τωι Siradkye 67. 2 

τωντος Aptaoziev|s Κοριν πείθουσι τον Σ᾽ αδοκον 

Bios και Λακεδ[α)ιμοίν]ων τον γεγενηΐμ)]ενον Abin 
50 πρεσβεις Avnpiotos και Νι 80 ναΐιον Σ]ιταλκοὺ υἱον- τοῖυς 


κολαος και IIparodapos: ε 
ανδρας εγχιρισαι σφισι" ἴο 


και Τεγεατης Tipayopas 
oe sey mos μὴ διαβαντες ὡς Bla 


και ἄργειος ιδιαι ΠΟοΛΙλ]ες 
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Topevopevolt es] τὴν Act σιλεα τὴν εκεινου πολιν [ 

55 av ws βάσιλεα [ει πως me To pepos βλαψωσι ο de> 
σειαν αὑτον x[p|nuata τε 85 πεισί[θεις πορευομενουΪς 
παρεχε[ι]ν και ξ[υἹμπολε avtous δια της Θραικῆς ε 
[meu αφικνουντ]αι [ws] Σ᾿ πι τὸ πλοιον εμελλε»- 
[T]aAxnv πρῶτον [τ]οῖν ΤΊ τον [Ελ]λησποντον πεῖ 

60 ἰρίεω es Θραικην βουλομε [ρ]αιω[σειν] πριν εἰσίβαινειν | 
Pr. 2. icoye | 


28-9. τίην | πολῆν : so CG, Aristides, edd.; τῶν ABEFM. 
51. Πρατοδαμος : so M, edd. ; Πρατόδημος CEFG ; Στρατόδημος AB. 
57- mapexe[e|y (AB corr. EFM) suits the vestiges much better than mapacxe(«|y (CGB!?, 


79. tov; om. CG. 

80. wov: viev A; ὑόν Hude. 

81. σφισι: for the omission of ν ἐφελκυστικόν cf. 1. 84 and 1620. 71, n. 

84 5664. For εμελλε in ]. 87 the MSS. have ᾧ ἔμελλον, making περαιώσειν intransitive 
contrary to the customary usage of the passive in this sense, as was noticed by Thomas 
Magister (early fourteenth century), ἔμελλε may be merely a blunder due to some one who 
wished to make περαιώσειν transitive and ignored ξυλλαμβάνει, which follows ἐσβαίνειν (1. 89) 
in the MSS. and governs πορευομένους αὐτούς. The loss of the end of the sentence in 1622 
is unfortunate, for the construction was not quite clear. After ξυλλαμβάνει the MSS. 
continue ἄλλους δὲ (so CG; δὴ Hude; om. ABEFM, Stuart Jones) ξυμπέμψας μετὰ τοῦ 
Aedpxov τοῦ ᾿Αμεινιάδου καὶ ἐκέλευσεν ἐκείνοις παραδοῦναι. ἔμελλε cannot be defended as long as 
the subject of it is Sitalces, who, as the context shows, had no intention of allowing the 
Spartan envoys to cross the Hellespont ; but with the correction (ὃ) ἔμελλε (sc. the ship) the 
difficulty arising from the intransitive use of περαιώσειν would be removed, since a second 
accusative for that verb could easily be understood from πορευομένους αὐτούς : cf. Polyb, iti, 
113. 6 τοὺς λοιποὺς ἐξαγαγὼν . . . Kal περαιώσας κατὰ διττοὺς τόπους τὸ ῥεῖθρον. ᾧ ἔμελλον would 
on this theory represent an attempt to emend the. text as found in 1622. 

Fr. 2. This fragment was adhering to the top left-hand corner of the papyrus, 
but apparently by accident. Τ it really belongs to Il. 19-21, it may refer to mpooye|vou[evar 
or ΠελοΪπονζνησιοις. 


1623. THUCYDIDES iii. 


14°7 Χ 5:5 cm. Fifth or sixth century, 


This fragment of a leaf of a vellum codex contains part of Thuc. iii. 7-9, 
with fairly numerous stops (in all three positions), paragraphi, accents, breathings, 
and diaereses. The only correction preserved, the insertion of a ν ἐφελκυστικόν in 
1. 45, is due to the original scribe, who wrote a good-sized upright oval uncial 
hand of the fifth or sixth century. Iota adscript is omitted once and written 
once. ‘Traces of ruling are discernible on the recto, which is the hair side. The 
text in spite of its comparatively late date stands somewhat apart from the 
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mediaeval MSS., agreeing once with CGM, probably twice with the B group 
(cf. 1620. int.), and presenting several new readings. Of these the omission of 
τῶν νεῶν inl. 1 and τὸ πεζόν for τὸν π. in 1. 11 are quite defensible. More interest- 
ing isthe variant ἀνέϊπλευσε for ἔπλευσε in 1. 8, where the simple verb was rather 
ambiguous. The precise nature of the variation in ll. 19-20 is obscured by 
lacunae. 1616 was found with 1628. 


Recto. Verso. 
[πλείους αἸποπεμπει παλι 7. 3 δευτερον ενικα [kat επει 8 
[em οἰκου] 6 Ασώπιος- αὐτος 4 “δὴ μετα τὴν €lopTny κα 
[δ εχων δ]ωδεκα αφικνεῖ 35 τΤεστησαν ες λοίγους εἰπὸν 
ται ες Ναυπακτον: και vote τοιάδε. το μεν [κάθεστος 9.1 
5 [pov Axap|avas αναστη "τοῖς "Ελλησι νοΐμιμον ὦ av 
(cas πανδη]μεί. στρατεύει δρες Δακεδαίίμονιοι και 
[er Οινιαδας] καὶ ταις τε vav ξυμμαχοι ἴσμεν τοὺς 
[ou Kara? τον Ay ]eA@ov ave 40 yap αφισταΐμενους εν τοις 
ἴπλευσε και ο]Ἱ κατα ynv στρα “πολεμοις και ξυμμαχιαν 
10 [τος εδηίιου τὴ]ν χωραν" τὴν πριν [απολειποντας 
[ws ὃ ov προσεχ]ώρουν. To μὲ 5 οἱ δεξαμεῖνοι καθ οσον μεν 
ἱπεζον αφιησιν] αὐὑτος de ὠφελουνΐται εν ndovnt 
[πλευσας es Aevklada και από 45 €xovow- νο[μιζοντες ὃ εἰ 
[βασιν ες Νηρικοὶν ποιησα ναι προδίοτας τῶν προ τοῦ 
15 μενος αναχωρω]ν διαῴθει φιλων χίειρους ἡγουνται 
ἰρεται autos τε καὶ. τῆς στρα και οὐκ αἴδικος αὐτὴ ἡ age 2 


ἰτιας TL μερος ὑπὸ των αὑτό wos εστίιν εἰ TUXOLEY προς 


[θεν τε ξυμβοηθησ]αντων 50 αλληλίους οἱ τε αφιστα 


[και φρουρων τινων Ὁ] ὧν vaTEpo 6 μενοι κίαι ad ὧν διακρι 


20 


υποσπονδοὺυς τους] νεκροὺς vowrTo ἰισοι μὲν TH yv@ 


: 
[αποπλευσαντες οἱ AOnvat μηι ονῖτες και ευνοια 


οἱ mapa τῶν Δευκα͵διων αντίπαλοι δὲ τηι Tapa 


10 lines lost 10 lines lost 
I, πλειους αἰποπεμπει : Tr. ἀποπέμπει τῶν νεῶν MSS, 
previous sentence, the repetition is unnecessary. 
8-9. avel[mAevoe: ἔπλευσε MSS, ἀναπλεῖν occurs only once in Thuc. i. 104. 2 καὶ 
ἀναπλεύσαντές ἀπὸ θαλάσσης ἐς τὸν Νεῖλον, where it implies sailing up stream. If this was also 
implied here, vav|[ow es τον Αχ]ελωον av, may have been the reading ; but ανεΐπλευσε May simply 


Since ai νῆες occurred in the 
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mean ‘sailed out’, in which case it hardly differs from the simple verb and κατά means ‘in 
the direction of’ or ‘ off’ or perhaps even ‘on’, Oeniadae was situated near the mouth of 
the Acheloiis, surrounded in winter by marshes into which the Achelotis flowed (Thue, ii. 
102, 2), and of which one connected with the Gulf of Corinth according to Strabo, 
p. 459. The ships may therefore have been taken a little way up the river. A compound 
verb has this advantage over the simple one that it is not open to the interpretation ‘ he 
sailed down the Achelotis’, which is inadmissible here ; cf. iv. 25. 8 ταῖς μὲν ναυσὶ περιπλεύ- 
σαντες κατὰ τὸν ᾿Ακεσίνην (in Sicily) ποταμὸν τὴν γῆν ἐδήουν. That ἀνέπλευσε here means 
‘sailed back’ (Asopius had already passed Acarnania on his way up the gulf to Naupactus) 
is less likely. 

ΤᾺ το: τὸν MSS. Thucydides uses both the masculine and neuter of πεζός substan- 
tivally 

18-19. αὐτόθεν (ABEFM, edd.) suits the length of the lacuna better than αὐτόθι (CG). 
The supposed accent is very doubtful, ; 

19-20. τινῶν ?] ὧν voTEpoV [[υποσπονδους : τινῶν ὀλίγων καὶ ὕστερον ὑπ. MSS. There 
is certainly not room for both τίνων and ολιγων and there is no trace of και, but wy instead of 
being ὧν might be the termination of τινων or ολιγων with ὃ before ὑποσπονδους in 1, 20, 
though the supplement there is quite long enough. v and ep of vorepoy are fairly certain ; 
the or is cramped and seems to have been corrected, probably from π, and ὃ is not a very 
satisfactory reading. ὧν is not in accordance with Thucydidean usage in this context, καὶ 
ὕστερον ὑποσπόνδους being common. 3 

37-8. αν] δρες : so ABEFM ; om, CG, edd. 

41. πολεμοις : SO CGM, edd.; πολεμίοις ABEF. 


1624, PLATO, Protagoras. 


Hig 10-5 x 17).cm. Third century. Plate VI 
(Cols. Ixiii-iv, Ixvi). 


These scanty remains of a roll containing the Protagoras originally consisted 
of about 100 pieces, of which nearly three-quarters have been placed and some 
very minute scraps ignored. The identified fragments, which amount to about 
230 lines in all, are scattered over the latter part of the dialogue from pp. 337- 
57, representing 23 out of the last 71 columns, but none at all completely. 
The upper margin is partly preserved in Cols. ii, xx, xxxv, xxxvii, xlv, lxi, 
Ixiii-v, the lower in Cols. i, xvi, and Ixiii, showing that each column contained 
37 or 38 narrow lines of 10-17 letters, usually 12 or 13. The writing is a hand- 
some specimen of the now well-known third-century type of uncials approximating 
to that of the early biblical codices; cf. 1865. int. Like 1017 (Phaedrus), 1624 
is remarkable for the presence of many corrections or alternative readings, which 
have been inserted in a different and cursive hand. These seem to have been 
written somewhat later in the third century than the scholia in 1241, but to be 
contemporary with the scholia in P. Grenf. ii. 12, the main text in those two 
papyri being in hands very similar to the first hand of 1624, which is 
probably not later than the middle of the century. Iota adscript was written, 
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so far as can be judged. Paragraphi were employed by the first hand, but in 
the four places in which they occur have been placed in brackets by the corrector. 
Stops in all three positions occur, besides double dots marking a change of 
speaker, but in many cases are due to the corrector, who was apparently responsible 
for a breathing in 1. 169 and accent in 1. 285. Wedge-shaped signs for filling 
up short lines, occasional diaereses over « and v, and probably the accent in 1. 16 
and elision-mark in 1. 227 are due to the first hand. The corrector’s omissions, 
apart from the bracketing of paragraphi mentioned above, are indicated in 
ll. 114, 272, 589 by a stroke, elsewhere by dots, above the letters in question. 
Papyri of Plato are now fairly numerous, 1624 being the 19th known; but 
no fragments of the Protagoras have been discovered previously. For this 
dialogue the chief MSS. are B (the Clarkeanus), T (the Marcianus), and W 
(Vindobonensis 54); but 1624 happens to cover very few passages in which they 
differ seriously. A mistake of BT is avoided (1. 360), but in Il. 629 and 663 the 
papyrus apparently supports BT against ΝΥ. In ll. 319 and 435 the first hand 
agrees with the reading of W, the corrector with that of BT (in 1. 435 not 
exactly). Some agreements between 1624 and Vaticanus 1029 are noticeable 
(11. 435, 592, 632, nn.) and the text of Stobaeus is supported in 1. 396, so that 
with regard to the existing tradition there is no reason to suppose that 1624 was 
less eclectic than the longer Plato papyri from Oxyrhynchus, 848 and 1016-17. 
In the new readings, which are frequent, the first hand and the corrector usually 
took different views, the only instance in which they agreed upon a hitherto 
unrecorded variant being the insertion of the article before μέρει in 1. 288. In 
ll. 6, 594, 632, and 637 the corrector has restored the ordinary reading of the 
MSS. by inserting words omitted either intentionally or by inadvertence by 
the first hand; cf. also ll. 176-7,n. The first hand was not a very accurate 
scribe, to judge by several apparent repetitions of syllables ; cf. 1. 114, n., and 
843 (Symposium), which has numerous mistakes of this character. The most 
striking of the new readings rejected by the corrector is the addition of ai before 
ἴσαι in 1. 589, a reading which had been generally adopted by modern editors 
from a conjecture of Heindorf, but is hardly rendered more convincing. More 
often it is the first hand, not the corrector, who agrees with the MSS.; cf. ll. 15, 
431, 481, 486, 490, 590, 592, 640, 665, 666, 672, nn. In several of these places 
there is an obvious difficulty in the ordinary reading, and in 1. 672 the corrector’s 
reading had already suggested itself to some of the Renaissance editors of 
Plato as an improvement, while in ll. 15 and 640 his readings seem to be 
superior; but the changes proposed in Il. 592 and 666 are of more doubtful 
value. The other novelties are all of the nature of omissions from the ordinary 
text, in revising which the corrector, presumably on the authority of a different 
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MS., exhibits an unwonted and perhaps exaggerated tendency to solve difficulties 


by excisions. 


His text is, however, as a whole distinctly better than that of the 


first hand, and interesting as a specimen of a recension which was probably due 
to some Alexandrian grammarian, and possibly connected with the corrector’s 
text in1017. A proneness to omissions of words found in the traditional text is one 
of the characteristics of the Paedo and Laches papyri of the third century B.c., 
but these of course differ from the ordinary text much more widely than 1624. 


Colt (irs. τ 1,2). 
[μεν ῃ (Evvlovfalea 
γιγνοιτ[ο]. vpeli|s τε 
[γ]αρ οἱ λεγοντες pa 


337 b 


λιστ av ovT@S EV ἢ 


5 μιν τοις akovov 


se) 


15 


35 


[ory ευδοκιμοιτε" Kar 
[ovk] επαινοισθε" εὖ 


μεν 
δοκιμειν τε yap €o 


τι παρα ταις wu 
χαις τῶν [ακΊουον 
Tov αν]ευ] ama 
τίης επαινεισθαι 
[de] εν λογωι πολλα 
[κι]. mapa δοξαν 


ον 
[ψε]υδομενων" ἢ 3316 
[pelts τ αῦ ot ακου 
ἰοντεῖς μαλιστ aly 
[ovrws ευφρα[ινοι 

16 lines lost 
[de] τίον Προδικον 
Ἱππίιας ο σοῴφος εἰ 


πεν [@ avdpes ε 


Col. ii (Frs. 1. ii, 3-4). 


gn [ot mapovTes ἢ 
γοζυμαι eyw υμας 
Ε 


40 σιΐγγενεις τε και 
οἰκείους και ποΊλι 
[Tas amav|ras εἰναι 
ἰφυσει ον νομωι" 
[το yap] ομοιον τωι 

45 οἰμοιω]ι φυσει ξυγ 
yevies] ἐστιν ὁ δε 
νομ[ος] τυραννος 
ev τῶν avOpw 
πων] πολλα πα 

50 pa την] φυσιν Bia 
ζεται ηἷμας ovy 

tJ 
αισχίρον] την μεν 
φυΐσιν των πρα 
γίματων ει]δε[ν]αι" 
12 lines lost 

67 Tov] tol αξίιωμα 
Tos] αξιον αἰποφη 
ἸνασΊθαι: αλλ ἴωσπερ 

70 jrov[s] φαυλοίτατους 
Ἰσγων ανθρωΐϊπων 
δια]φερεσθα[ι ad 
Anrolisr εἶγω μεν 

2 lines lost 
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10 lines lost 
τίο κατα βραχὺ Xr 
av [et pn nov IIpo 
Taylopat αλλ εφει 
viale κίαι χαλασαι 


Col. ax (irae). 
[[vo[repor]] οὐκ ορθως 
λεγίει εἰπὼν ovy 


[τ]αυϊτα πολλοις 


Col. xvii (Fr. 7). 


12 lines lost 
viv Kat ot αλλοι eyo 


[-- 


170 


175 


180 


185 


τοινυν nv ὃ eyo 
a y εμίοι δοκει περι 
του altopajros [Tov 
του πειρ[αἸσομίαι 
ὕμιν δι[εἸξελίθειν 
φιλ[οσ]οφια yalp ἐσ 
τιν παλαιοτατίη 
τε και πλειστὴ [TOY 
Ἑλληνων [Kale] ἐν 
ἸΚρηϊτΊηι και εν [Aa 
κεδα[μονι: Kale oo 
φισται πλειστίοι 
yns εκει εἰσιν αἰἶλλα 
εξαρνουνται καίι 
σχηματιζοντῖίαι 
apabers [εἰναι ( 
va μὴ κίαταδη 
λοι wo [ort oo 
About 7 lines lost 


Col. iii (Fr. 1. iii). 


338 a 


339d 


8428 


3420 


90 Tas ηΐνιας τοις AO 


153 


223 


231 


235 


yous [iva peyado 
πρεΐἵπεστεροι και 
ευσχίημονεδτε 

᾿ΑΡοι 20 lines lost 


Col. xvi (Fr. 6). 
About 36 lines lost 
ec Bove λα 


Bev μίου πειραν 


πειν" 


Col. xix {ΠῚ 8} 
About 30 lines lost 
ἰτιστὴης wolre [pas 
[vecOat Tov πίροσΊδία. 


5 [Aeyo|uevoyv παι 


[dos μ]ηδεν βελτει 
[@ του]τ᾽ ου[ν] αὐτο 
[kat των νυν] εἰσιν 
[ot κατανενοηκα 
[ 


σι Kal Tov πΊαλίαι 0 


Col. xx (Frs. 9-10). 


TL TO λακ)ωνιζεῖιν | 


[ 
πολυ μαϊλλ[ον ἐσ 
[τι φιλοσοϊφεϊιν ἡ 
[φιλογυμν)ασίτειν 
[ειδοτες οἦτι τίοι 


About 33 lines lost 


3418 


3426 


342: 


1624, 


Col. xxitt (Fr. 11). 
269 τίουτο ye gavein 3436 
270 av [και ον Σιμω 
ποῦν - :.--ὐ- 1 
[[ro[. . .|] αλλ ὑπερ 
Balrov de θειναι 


[εἰν τίωι αἰσματι 


οἱ χ σεν (Fr. 13). 
280 [olure ψαλτρίι]ας: αλλία 
[αἸυτους εαυτοις ἵ 


347 ἃ 


κανοὺυς οντας ξυνΐ 


[εἰν 
[- ναι avev των An 


[plav τε Kat παιδι- 

285 Oy τουτων δια 
τὴς eavToyv ho 
νης λεγοντας TE 
και ακουοντας εν Toll 
μερει εαυτων KO 

290 [σἸμιως" [κ]α[»] πανυ 
[πολ]υϊν οινοὴν mo 

About 26 lines lost 


Col. xlvi (Ετ5. 18-19). 


[aro τεϊχνης γίιγνε 351 a 
395 [Tat αἸνθρωποις" και 
[απο Ovpoly ye και 
[ 


απο pavials [wo] 


Col. lix (Fr. 21), 
About 27 lines lost 
428 Tad[nAov εσται ε 355 b 


av pln πολλοις o 
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Col. xxxi (ist?) 
275 ἱμος] τίων yap ηλι 
θιων ἰαπειρων γε 


346 ο 


νεθλία wor εἰ τις 


Xalpee Weyor eu 
πλησίθειη av ε 


Col. xxxvii (Fr. 14). 

318 [orev olux εθε 
ίλων εἰτε δίωσει [ν}} [Ao 
320 [γον etre] μη dita 
[ 


cape εμοι [γ]αΐρ 
About 34 lines lost 


348 b 


Col. xlv (Frs. 15-17). 
356 yap [εἰ] ουτίω μετιων 350 ἃ 
ἐροιο με" εἶς ἰσχυροι 
᾿ [δυνατοι εἰσι pat 350e 
[η]ν αν επίειτα 
360 [εἰ] οἱ επισταμίενοι 
[π]αλαιειν δυΐνα 


ἱτωτΊεροι εἰσι ταὴἦν 


7 


μὴ επισταμ]ενίων 
About 30 lines lost 
Col. lvii (Fr. 20). 


398 Kolvoiy edn o 
ἹΠρωϊταγορας ad 


354 d 


400 Ao] Tt ovy παλιν 


Cok ixi( Pr; 23). 
477 ἱμῆν. Tov αγαθων ane d 
[τ]α Kaka: ἡ αξιων: 


φησομεν δηλον o 


203 
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430 νομαΐσι χρωμεθα 
[apa] ηδεῖε τε και a 
vapor [kat ἀγαθωι 
και καΐκωι αλλ € 
πειδὴ [δυο εφανη 


και [ 
435 ταῦτα ὅϊυοιν ovo 


[[ονοἤμαῖσι προσαγο 
ρεΐνωμεν avta 
πίρω͵)τίον μὲν aya 


Col. Ix (Fr. 22). 
5 lines lost 
[μεν οτι ytyvjoo 3886 
445 [κων o ἀνθρωπΊος 
[Ta Kaka οτι kla 


About 30 lines lost 


Col. Ixii (Fr. 24). 
About 20 lines lost 
535 voly klar ηἡδεος Kat 356 ἃ 
λ]υπηρίου μων a 
λίλωι Tale φαιὴν 
aly eywyle ἡ Oo 
About 13 lines lost 
Plate vi. 


356 ς 


Col. Ixiv (Fr. 25. ii). 

kat at φωναι [lac] ¢ 
590 σαι εγγυθεν μεν] 

μειζους πορρωθεν 


ἐλαττους 


δὲ σμικροτεραι{[:]] pac 


εν αν: εἰ ovv εν τοῦυ 


=) Ἤμειν ἣν 
{{του]]τωι] ro ev πρατ 


356 ἃ 


480 τι αποκρινομενοι 
[Π{0τ].}]} οὐκ αξιων ον 
[τω]ν- ov yap αν. εξη 
[Halpravev ov pa 
[Helv nTT® ειναι 

485 [Twly dover: κα 
ta τι] de φησει [ ἴσως ἢ 
avalgia ἐστι Taya 


θα τωὶν κακῶν" ἢ 


Bev] [η]] Ka[r αλλ]ο τι 


a ἱμεν) pee 
ζω τα de σμικροτὴε 
About 22 lines lost 


490 
ἡ oTav| T 


[ 
[av 
[ 
[Ta κα͵κα Talvy alya 
ἰθω 
[ 
[ 


. 


Col. Ixiii (Frs. 25. i, 26). Plate vi. 


552 [dea tornis]. Ta pe 356b 
[ζω aet και] πλειω 
ίληπτεα εαἹν δὲ 

555 [Aumnpa προς λυπὴη 
[pa Ta ελαττίω και 
ἱσμικροτερα) εαἷν 

About 22 lines lost 

580 [ἰκρινίασθε φηΐσω 356c¢ 
ἰφαινΊεται ὕμιν 
[τη] oer τα [avr 
[MeyeO|n εγγυθῖεν 
[Mev μ]ειζω. πἴορ 

585 ἰρωθεν] δὲ ελατίτω 

[n ov φησουσι: κ[αι 

[ 


Ta Taxed και tla 
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τειν Ely τῶι TAH μεν σ 
Ἣν ee yee bs ἱπολλα] ὠαυτίως 
[Kat πρατ]τειν [Kat 
About 28 lines lost 


Col. Ixv (Frs. 27, 28.1, 29-32). Colsixvi (Fr. 2δ. 1). Plate vi. 
626 me τωι αἰλΊηθει Kale 356e 663 [mlecdin de ndovns 357 ἃ 

εσωσεν [αν] τον βι[ον] τε Kale λυπὴης εν op 

[apa av οἸμολογοι 665 One [[rnfe]] αἱρεσει eda 


[ev ανθρωποι προς υ 
: νὴ ηΐμιν ἡ σωτη 


630 [τα]ῦτα ηἰμ]ας τὴν 
PUT} pia τοῖυ Biov ovoa 


ἱμε]τρητίικ]ην ow 
: Tov τε πλεονος Kat 


ΓΤ χίην] n ar ελαττίονος και μει 

[Anv τ]ηῖν μετρη 670 ζονος [Kat σμικρο 

[TeKn|y οἰ μοϊλογει: τέρου [kal πορρω 
635 [Tt] ὃ εἰ ev τίηι] Tov πε Ων 


τέραΐι και εγγυτε 
ου 


ἱρήιττου Kale αρ͵]τιου 


- Ἣν po apla πρωτον 
αιρεσει ημιὶν ἡ ow wey oly plerpyrt 


Tnpia [tov Broly o About 25 lines lost 
ποτε To πλεον olpbws 


q 
640 €de[t εἐλεσθαι] Kat o 


ToT|é TO €AaT\rov ἢ Fr. 33. 
αὐτὸ προς εαυτο' ἢ 700 juz 
τίο €|repov πίρ]ος το 1θαι. 
[ετεῖρον" eur [εἸγγὺς J. ηδῃ οἷ 
645 [εἰτ]ε πορρω [εἰ]η τι AG = | 
About 17 lines lost Jo ovy [| 
ἢ αι 
δι 
Fr. 34. Fr. 35. ira 30. Ἐπ᾿ 27. Pra3oy 
707 Ἰσαΐ τι Joo 715 |-[ Ἰν 1 722 Ἰλυπὶ 


el 1θεῖ Ἰμ οἱ 720 Jovy Ἰεπὶ 
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Ἰνεῖ x-[ Jen Υ Ἰουτί 
710 ἢν af Il Ine 


Εν, 40. Fr. 40. Ἐπ᾿ aks Fr. 40: Fr. 43. 
125 Ἰηνΐ 728 π᾿. 151}: Ἰγα οἱ 736 Ἰλη 

ὅς Jef oof ν yen 

pee 139. Ψῃ \pal αὶ 

In [ 

Fr. 44. Fr. 45. Fr. 46. Fr. 47. Fr. 48. 
739 igo iP tos 1 742 ἢ Καὶ ἡ ie | 746 1. af 

Ἰκηΐ Ἰσθαΐ τ 745 Ἰοσι Ἱμα. 


6. και: so MSS. 

ἡ. ἐπαινοισθε: SO Β, edd.; ἐπαινεῖσθε with superscribed o T. 

8. μεν: so MSS.; τε, the reading of the first hand, is probably due to a reminiscence 
of ]. 2. It is not quite certain that he wrote [de] rather than [τε] in 1. 13. 

15. [ψε]υδομενων : so MSS. except Vat. 1029 (Wevdouévo). The corrector’s reading 
ψευδόμενον, which is passive, not middle, and refers to the subject of the infinitives, brings 
out the antithesis between εὐδοκιμεῖν and ἐπαινεῖσθαι more clearly, and is likely to be right. 

40. σιζγγενεις so BT. Elsewhere (ll. 45 and 282) the first hand uses the é-form, 
which the corrector preferred here. 

69-71. The fragment containing }[, Ἰγοι[, and Ἰγωΐ is not certainly placed here, and 
the division of lines is doubtful throughout 1]. 67-73. 

89. και χαλασαι: these words were bracketed by Cobet. 

114. [vo[repov]]; this word is in the MSS. and can hardly be dispensed with. It may 
well have been omitted here by the corrector because it was written twice over (cf. ll. 271-2, 
436, 593-4, nn.); but the preceding words are corrupt in BT (ἡγοῖτο πότερον instead of ἤτοι 
τὸ πρότερον) and may have been equally corrupt in 1624, in which case the omission 
of varepov is possibly part of an extensive alteration. 

169. y εμῖοι : so some edd. since Bekker; but ye μίοι (BT, Burnet) can of course be 
read equally well. 

173-4. ἐσ͵τι : so T; ἐστιν Β, like the corrector. 

176-7. {και} ev | Κρη[τ]ηι : ἐν Κι re MSS. The corrector may have added re after ev. 

180. a[AAa makes the line rather long, but the division aA)’ | e£apv. would be unusual, 
Cf. 1. 280. 

223-4. Fr. 45 might be placed here, [τισἤγης and [νε΄σθα[ε being possible. 

2471-2. The MSS. have nothing between Σιμωνίδου and add’. Possibly add umepBarov 
was written twice by mistake; cf. 1. 114, n. 

281. εαὐτοις : αὑτοῖς BT. Cf. 1. 286, ἢ. 

283. The letter before va is almost entirely lost, but has clearly been crossed through, 
and there seems to be a letter above the line, so that it is not satisfactory to suppose that the 
corrector simply altered the division £v»|eva., which is legitimate but rather unusual, to 
ξυνειϊναι. No variant is known here. 

286. eavrav: αὑτῶν B, edd.; αὐτῶν T. Cf. 1. 281, n. 

288-9. ev ra[«| peper: om. tor MSS. The article is sometimes inserted, sometimes 


1624. PLATO, PROTAGORAS 207 


omitted, in this phrase by Plato; cf. Gorg. 462 ἃ ἐν τῷ μέρει ἐρωτῶν τε καὶ ἐρωτώμενος with 
496 Ὁ ἀλλ᾽ ἐν μέρει οἶμαι ἑκάτερον καὶ λαμβάνει καὶ ἀπολλύει. 

319. δ]ωσει [ν] : δώσει BT rightly; δώσειν W. 

357- ἰσχυροι (B) suits the probable length of the lacuna better than οἱ ἰσχυροι (T, edd.). 

360. [εἰ] οἱ : sot, edd.; me B; οἴει T 

396. ye: so Stobaeus, Burnet; re BTW, Schanz. Cf. ἀπὸ μανίας ye καὶ θυμοῦ a few 
lines before 1. 394, where Wt Stobaeus have ye, and BT re. 

397- [azo μανιαῆς : the s is fairly certain, and the length of the lacuna does not suit the 
restoration [paras w|o[re, omitting ao in accordance with Naber’s conjecture. 

398-400. The division of lines in this fragment is quite uncertain. 

431. [apa]: ἄρα BTW; ἅμα a corrector of the Coislinianus, Burnet. The difficulty 
is caused by the late position of dpa in the sentence. 

435. ὅζυοιν : so W, Vat. 1029; BT agree with the corrector in adding καί, but place it 
after instead of before δυοῖν. BT’s order seems preferable. 

436. [[ovoljva[o.: probably ovo had been written twice by the first hand; cf. 1. rr4,n. 

436-7. προσαγο] ρεΐυωμεν : 50 edd. ; προσαγορεύομεν BTW. Line 437 is already rather 
short (11 letters), and the substitution of o for ὦ, though possible, is not satisfactory. 
ρεΐνομεν αὐτὰ πρω τον] μεν is inadmissible, for, though τ could be read instead of m, the only 
alternatives to the r of m[pe|r[oy are y and π. 

444-6. The position assigned to this fragment is far from certain. 

481. [[or}]: the corrector omitted this word, which is in the MSS., presumably 
because (δηλον) ore had occurred in ll. 479-80; cf. int. 

486. [ἴσως : this word is in the MSS., but can be dispensed with. 

490. [7]: the omission of this word is distinctly an improvement, if ἤ (so MSS. and 
edd.) was meant. ‘This question simply supplies the answer to the preceding one κατὰ ri δὲ 
κτὰ., and does not introduce a fresh alternative of any kind. If η is retained, ἦ seems 
preferable to 7. 

535-8. The division of lines in this fragment is uncertain. 

582. [ry]: so MSS.; there would be room for two more letters in the lacuna. 

588. ὠσαυτίως : the o above the line does not seem to be due to the ordinary corrector, 
but it is not quite certainly by the first hand. 

589. [ae]: ai is not in the MSS., but Heindorf’s insertion of it has been accepted by 
practically all editors. ‘The absence of αἱ can however be defended by supplying οὖσαι with 
ἴσαι (cf. Ast’s note), and it is not at all clear that the first hand was right, even though there 
is a doubt about the deletion. a has had dots placed above it, but through these is a 
horizontal stroke, such as is used in ll. 114 and 272 to indicate the deletion of the letters 
below. Seeing that in ]. 592 the corrector has eliminated double dots marking a change of 
speaker not by running his pen continuously through them, but by crossing them out 
separately, we prefer to suppose that the corrector in |. 589 substituted one mode of express- 
ing deletion for another (possibly for the sake of clearness, owing to the presence of 
a diaeresis by the first hand over the following « of εἰσαι), rather than that he changed 
his mind about the omission of a and meant to cross out the dots indicating deletion and let 
αι stand, or that this was the meaning of a possible second corrector, The bracketing of 
the paragraphi below ll. §1, 167, 592, and 593 may have been due to a desire on the part of 
the corrector to avoid confusion between paragraphi and horizontal strokes indicating 
deletion. 

590. [ver]: nothing seems to be gained by the omission of this word, which is in the 
MSS., but is not essential. Since the following word began pe, the intrusion or omission 
of μεν would be easy. 

592. σμικροτεραι : so MSS. except Vat. 1029, which has ἐλάττους καὶ σμικρ.,) ἃ conflation 
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of the alternative readings found here. The corrector’s reading ἐλάττους is in accordance 
With μείζω... ἐλάττω in Il. 584-5. 

593-4. The MSS. have εἰ οὖν ἐν τούτῳ ἡμῖν ἢν τὸ xrd., except Venetus 184, which places 
οὖν after τούτῳ. ἡμῖν can be dispensed with, but hardly ἦν, τουΐτωι nv] may have been the 
reading of the first hand, but this restoration, even if nv had dots placed above it by the cor- 
rector, fails to account satisfactorily for the position of the insertion ypew qv, and τουΐτωι γε 
is less probable than a mistaken repetition of the syllable rov: cf. ll. 114, 436, nn., and for 
the omission of ἦν after ἡμῖν 1. 6347, n 

596-7. The lacuna after μηκὴ is not very adequately filled by a wedge-shaped sign. If 
μηκη [και | be read, in the absence of any known variant for μήκη καὶ πράττειν the simplest 
course would be to suppose a mistaken repetition of καὶ : cf. the preceding ἢ. 

624-8. Bifor| apa αν οἸμολογοι: or possibly Billo» ap αν οἾμ. 

629. ανθρ]ωποι: so BT (ἄνθ.) ; οἱ ἄνθρ. W, Vat. 1029, Burnet. ἅνθρωποι may have been 
meant if the first hand omitted οἱ, which, though probable, is not quite certain. The ὦ 
of αἀνθρωποι apparently projected slightly to the left of the μ of οἸμολογοι in 1. 628 and a of 
nplas in |, 630. 

° 632. av: 80 BT; om. Vat. 1029 like the first hand. ἄν is necessary in view of ἔσωσεν 
ἄν (1. 627) and ἔσῳζεν ἄν (lost in 1. 646). 

637. nv: 80 ΒΊ. jv is indispensable; cf. ll. 593-4, ἢ 

640. και: soBT. The corrector’s reading ἡ, i.e. 7, seems to suit the argument 
better. 

662-3. εἰπ]ειδίη de: SoBT; ἐπὶ δὲ δὴ W, Vat. 12093 ἐπεὶ δὲ δὴ Burnet, following Adam. 
The vestige before ἐδ suits e better than π.- 

665. [rj]: τῇ Bt; πῇ T. Vat. 1029 omits ev in 1. 664, and possibly the first hand or 
the corrector differed there from the ordinary reading ἐν op6n. (6. g. by having ry opOq Or ev τηι 
op6n.). The mere omission of rm in]. 665 is however more probable. The article can easily 
be dispensed with. 

666. ημιν: so MSS. The corrector’s reading ὑμῖν gains some support from the 
proximity of εἶεν, ὦ ἄνθρωποι (1. 662), which introduces the summing-up of the argument, and 
the constant use of the second person plural throughout the dialogue with imaginary objectors 
in pp. 353 344. ἡμεῖς, however, not ὑμεῖς, is used in the previous steps of the argument (e.g. 
in Il. 594, 637), and the theory that good and evil ultimately meant pleasure and pain is not 
the starting-point of the opponents of Socrates in this part of the Profagoras, but on the 
contrary is forced upon them by him, so that there was no need for Socrates to dissociate 
himself from his opponents just at this point. 

671-3. πορρωΐτεραΐι kat εγγυτείρωι : so T, and with the omission of the final iotas B and 
modern edd. ; πορρωτέρου καὶ ἐγγυτέρω Ald. (1513); πορρωτέρου καὶ ἐγγυτέρου Basileensis 1 
(1534), agreeing with the corrector. Stephanus objected to the coupling of the adverbs 
without an article to the preceding adjectives, but his criticism has been answered (e. g. by 
Stallbaum and Ast) by citing (1) numerous parallels in Plato for the omission of the article 
in enumerations after the first noun, (2) instances of the coupling of adverbs with adjectives 
ine. g. Profag.356a ταῦτα δ᾽ ἐστὶ μείζω τε καὶ σμικρότερα γιγνόμενα ἀλλήλων καὶ πλείω Kal ἐλάττω 
καὶ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον, Phileb, 41τε τίς... μείζων καὶ τίς ἐλάττων καὶ τίς μᾶλλον καὶ τίς σφοδροτέρα 
λύπη. The objection to πορρωτέρου and ἐγγυτέρου here is that these adjectival forms are in 
general post-classical. Thucydides, however. (viii. 96), has δ ἐγγυτάτου ἐθορύβει, while 
Xenophon frequently uses ἐγγύτερον adverbially, and there is an obvious advantage in 
substituting adjectives for adverbs at this point, so that the corrector’s reading is not lightly 
to be rejected on philological grounds alone. 

700-6. It is not quite certain that this fragment belongs to the Pro/agoras. 

740-1. Cf. ll. 223-4, n 
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1625. AESCHINES, 77 Ctestphontem. 


32:5 X 25 cm. Second century. 


This fragment of a roll consists of three incomplete columns and a few 
letters from a fourth, covering δὲ 14-27 of Aeschines’ oration against Ctesiphon, 
written in a clear cursive hand of the second century, probably not later than 
the reign of Hadrian or Antoninus, to which a document found with 1625 
belongs. There were 51 or 52 lines in a column, and 24~30 letters in a line. 
Iota adscript was regularly written, and elision generally avoided. Punctuation 
was effected by paragraphi and high stops. Diaereses are sometimes placed 
over initial 1 and v; accents, breathings, and marks of quantity are rare (ll. 53, 
63,111). That the syllable inserted above the line in 1. 53 is in a different hand 
is not quite certain, and a still greater doubt attaches to the supposed distinction 
of hands in 1.21. Seven other fragments of Aeschines from Egypt are known, of 
which three (457, 708, and Hartel, Vortrag iiber die Griech. Pap. Erz. Rainer, 
45 sqq.) belong to different parts of this oration, two (458 and 440; cf. Blass, 
Archiv, iii. 293) to the De falsa leg.,and two (Nicole, Textes grecs inéd. de Geneve, 
pp. 5-12 and P. Halle 6) to the Contra Timarchum. 

The MSS. of Aeschines number about 27, and fall into three main families, 
called by Blass A, B, and C. In this oration A consists of ekl, B of agmn Vat. 
Laur. Flor., C of dfq Barb. ἢ generally supports A rather than C, p usually 
agrees with B. d (10th century) is the only MS. older than the thirteenth century, 
but C, the family to which it belongs, has generally been regarded as inferior 
to the other two, of which A is now usually considered superior to B. The 
untrustworthy character in general of the MSS. has been clearly shown by the 
papyri, most of which present a number of new and better readings, not 
infrequently establishing conjectures. 1625, which is much longer than 457 and 
703 and much older than Hartel’s vellum fragments, is a carefully written 
papyrus, and naturally does not fail to make several improvements upon the 
ordinary text. The chief of these is in ᾧ 20, where two of the three families 
have an omission and the third, A, is corrupt. Here the papyrus confirms the 
simpler emendations of Lambinus, another early scholar (probably Scaliger), 
and Wolf against the more elaborate changes proposed by later editors (ll. 81-2). 
A gloss which had found its way into the text of all the MSS. in § 15 can now 
be detected and explained with the help of the scholia (1. 19), and a gloss found 
in B and C, but not in A, in § 24 was absent from 1625 (1. 154, Π.). Hamaker’s 
conjecture ἱερά for γέρα in § 18 is confirmed (1. 61), and Cobet’s objection to the 
repetition λέγει... φησί in § 21 is justified, though by the omission of φησί, not 

Ρ 
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λέγει, as he proposed (IJ. 94-5). A passage in § τῷ, in which the variation 
between present and past participles had caused difficulties, is probably set right 
(11. 69-70). The other new readings mainly concern the order of words (ll. 3-4, 
58-60, 97-8, 144-5), a lacuna having obscured a variant of some magnitude in 
11. 135-6. In numerous instances evidence is provided for words which recent 
editors have wished to delete, generally in order to avoid hiatus, about which 
1625 (and probably Aeschines) was not more particular than the MSS. The 
general relation of 1625 to them is very similar to that of most other Aeschines 
papyri. A is on the whole supported more frequently than B and much more 
frequently than C, especially in important points of divergence, there being at 
least 6 agreements with A (or 2 of the 3 MSS. composing it) against 
BC (ll. 24, 77, 81-2, 93, 116, 154 sqq.), 1 or 2 with AB against C (Il. 78, 
124), and 3 or 4 with AC against B (Il. 25, 70, 1173 cf. ll. 92-3, where 
most of the B group and one member of A are on the wrong side). On the 
other hand 1625 agrees with B against AC in |. 73, with isolated members of 
B against all the other MSS. in 1]. 62 and 131, and with BC against A at least 
5 times (ll. 22 twice, 52, 53, 120, 187 ?). 
three families in relation to 1625, since it gains no support for any of its peculiar 

readings; but when C is in combination with A or B its relationship to 1625 is 

much the same as that of B in combination with A or C, 1625 agreeing with the 

majority in about half the instances in either case, whereas A in combination 

with B or C is confirmed in 6 out of 7, or (if ll. 62 and 131 are included) © 


g, instances. 


Col. i. 
[Tat Tas xelpoTo||nTas φησιν apyas 14 
[amracas evt περιϊλίαβων ονο]ματι 
[o νομοθετης Kale προϊσειπων απ͵ασας 
[apxas εἰναι αἷς o δηΐμος χειροτΊονει 
5 [Kat Tous επιστα]τας φηΐϊσι των δη]μοσι 


[ov εργὼν εσ͵τιν de ο | Anpoobelvns 
ἱτειίχόποιος εἸπισταΐτης Tov μεγιΐστου 
[τῶν epyov και παϊν]ταῖς οσοι διαχειρι 

ἰζουσι τι των τη)ς πολείως πλεὸον ἡ TPL 
10 ἰάκοντὰα ἡμερΊ)ας" Kat οσοῖι λαμβανου 
[ow ηγεμονια)ῆς δικαστηϊριων ot de 
Tov epyov εἰπισταται παΐντες nye 


[ 
[Hoviae χρωντΊαι δικαστηρίιου τι τοῦ 


C thus comes off the worst of the 


(Col. ii.) 

kat κοινηι Ta yevn Ἐυμολπιδας καὶ 

65 Κηρυκας και τοὺς addovs aravtas|*| ma I 

λιν τοὺς Tpinpapxous vmevbuvous εἰ 

ναι κελεύει ὁ vopos|*] ου] Ta κοινὰ δι 

χειρισαντας ovd amo τῶν ὑμετερωὼν 
προσοδων πολλα μεν υφηρημενοὺς 

70 βραχεα δε καταθεντας επιδιδοναι 
[dle φασκοντας αποδιδοντας de ὃ 

ἱμὴν [Ta υμετερα" αλλ ομολογουμε — 

ἵνως τας πα]τί ρωι]ας ουσιας εἰς τὴν TpLO}s 

[unas ανηλωκοτΊας φιλοτιμιαν" οὐ T 

75 ἵνυν μονον οἱ TpLnpapx|ot ἀλλα και τὰ μὲ 


ἴγιστα των ev TInt [rode συνεϊδριων. 
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[Tovs κελευει] ποιειν: ov διακονεῖν ἘΞ 
15 ἰαλλ apxew δοϊκιμασθεντας εν [tlw 
ἰδικαστηριωι εἸπειδὴ καὶ at κληρίωτΊαι 
ἰαρχαι οὐκ αδοἸκιμασίτ]οι" αλλα δοκιμασ 
θεισαι ἀρχουσι Klar λογον καὶ ευθυ 
vas εγγραφειὴν προς τοὺς [[i.]] λογισ 
20 [Tas καθαπερ κ͵]αι τας addas apxas 


[ 
[ 
[ 
ἵκελευει ort dle adnOl{fes Ὁ} λέγω τοὺς vo 
[Hous αὐτοὺυς υἹΪμιν ἀαναγνωσεται" 
[ νομ]οι 
ἰοταν τοινὺυν w avdpe|s Αθηναιοι τό 
25 [as o vouobeTns apyas] ονομαξει 

26 lines lost 


Col. ii. 
[plepovra: ev yap ralu|rnu[T|ne πίολΊ]ει ov 17 
au 
ἰτωὶς apxat ovone και τηλικαυτηΐι το με 
γεθος οὐδεις ἐστιν ανυϊπ͵]ευθυνος 

55 τῶν καὶ οπωσοὺυν προς τὰ κοινα προσ 
εληλυθοτων: διδαξω ὃ υἱμῖας πρωτον 18 
ἐπὶ Tov παραδοξων' οἱον τοὺς ἵερεις 

“και Tas ἱερειας υπευϊθ]υνους εἰναι o vo 
μος κελευει: και συλληβδην πανταξ' 

60 Kal χώρις εκαστοὺς κατα σωμα' και TOUS 
Ta tlelpa μονον λαμβανοντας Kat ‘Tas 
evxas τὰς ὑπερ ἡμῶν προς τοὺς θεους 
evXopevous: καὶ ov μονον ἴδιᾶι αλλα 


Col. iii. 
οὐδε adda [πολλα' evs δὲ Aoyar Eve 
᾿ χυραξέι ΟἹ νἱομοθετης τας ουσιας τῶν 
105 ὑπευθυνων ews [av λογον αποδωσιν 


τηι πολει" val AAA ἐστι τις ἀνθρωπος os 22 


ouTe ειληφεῖν ovdey των δημοσίων 
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[ure τὴν τῶν δικ]αστων εἴρχεῖται Wn 
pov πρῶτον μεν yap την βουλην τὴν 20 
[ev ἄρειωι παγωι] εἰ γ]γραφίειν] προς τους 
ἰἱλογιστας o νομοῖς κελ[ευεῖι λογον 


[Kat evOuvas διδοναι] καὶ τον εκ[ ει] σκυθρω 


80 


[Tov καὶ των] μεγιστῶν [κυριοὴν ayer 
[vo τὴν ὑμετέραν ψηφον ουἹξ αἰρ]ᾳ στείφα 
[νωθησεται ἡ βουλὴ ἡ e€ Apetoly mayov 


[ουδὲ yap πατριον αὑτοῖς ἐστιν] οὐκ a 


85 
ρα φιλοτιμουνται πανυ ye αλλ οὐκ αγ]α 
ἱπωσιν εαν τις πὰρ avTos μὴ αδικη]ι 
[@AA εαν τις εξαμαρτανηι κἸ]ολαζου 
σιν οἱ de vperepor ρητορες τ]ρυῴφω 

90 [ot παλιν την βουλὴν τοὺς πεν͵Ίτα 
ἱκοσιους ὑπευθυνον πεποιη͵κεν 0 vo 
[μοθετης] Kat ουτίως ἰσχυρως] απὶσ 21 
[rec τοῖς ὑπΊ]ευθυνοις ware εὐθυς ap 
ἰχομενοςὶ τῶν vouwy λεγει" ἀρχὴν 


95 ἰυπευθυνον μὴ απο]δημειῖν ὦ Hpakdes 
[υπολαβοι av τις οτι ἡρξα μὴ αἸποδὴ 
μησω wa γε μὴ προλαβων τηΐς πὸ 
λεως χρηματὰα ἡ mpages δρασμωι 
[χρήσηι παλιν ὑπευθυνον ου]κ ε 


100 [at τὴν οὐσιαν καθιερουν ovde ανα]θη 


[ma ἀναθειναι οὐδὲ εκποιητον] γε 


ΐνεσθαι ovde διαθεσθαι τα eavjrov 


προφασιουνΐται μεχρι δευρο εἰρησθω 
μοι" [ο]τι δῖε ovtws nv ὑπευθυνος o An 
μοσθενίης οτε ovTos εἰσηνεγκε TO 
Ψψηφιίίσμα apxov μεν τὴν ἀρχὴν THY? 


145 ἐπὶ Tole θεωρικωι apyov δὲ την 


ΡΖ 


IIo 


212 


ουτε avahwx[e προσηλθε δὲ προς 

τι των κοινωΐν καὶ τοῦτον αποφερειν 
κελευει λογίον προς τοὺς λογιστας 
και mos ὅ γε μίηδεν λαβων μηδὲ ava 


λωσας αποισΐει λογον] THL πίολει: AUTOS 150 μοσιων γίραμματῶων" καὶ μοι avayvw 


II5 


υποβαλλει kale didalox[er ο νομὸς a χρὴ 
γραφειν" κελείνει] yap avTo τ]ουτο] εγΐγρα 
φειν οτι ουἶτε εἰλᾳβῖον ουθ]εν των τῆς 
πολεὼς ἴουτε αἸνάλωσα ανυπευθυ 

ἰν]ον [dle καὶ αζητητον καὶ avegeralc| 


τον] ουθεν ἐστιν τῶν εν τη]. πολει" 0 


τι δὲ adnOn λεγω αὐτων ακουσατε 


120 τῶν vopoy|:| 


125 


130 


vopot 

οταν Towvy μαλ[ιστα θρασυνηται 
Δημοσθενὴης λεγίω]ν ὡς δια τὴν emdo 
σιν [ov|k ἐστιν υπευϊθυνος] εκεινο av 
ταῖι υπ]οβαλλετε: οὐκ ovly expyy ce: 
wo Ζημοσθενες εασίαι τον τίω]ν λογισ 
τῶν κηρυκα κηρίυ ξαίι το πἸαἰτρἼ)ιον Kat 
ἐννόμὸν κηρυγμα τίἱουτο] τις βουλε 

ται κατηγορειν" eaolov αμ]φισβητησαι 
σοι τὸν βουλομίενον των] πίολ]ιτων 

ὡς οὐκ επιδεΐδωκας αλλ ἀπο] πολ 

λων ὧν εχειἰς εἰς τὴν τῶν τειχω]ν 
οἰκοδομίιαν μικρα κατεθηκας δεκα Ta 


λαντία εἰς ταῦτα εκ TNS πολεως ELAN 


135 pos: μη ἰαρπαζε τὴν φιλοτιμιαν .. -... 


Aou: μηΐδε εξαιρου των δικαστων τας Wn 
gous εκ τίων χειρων pnde εμπροσθεν 
τῶν νομίων αλλα voTEpos πολιτευου" 


ἴταυτα yalp ορθοι τὴν δημοκρατιαν" προς 24 


140 μὲν ουὐν τίας κενας ὃ προφασεις as ουτοι 


3. 0 νομοθετης, which must have stood in the lacuna, was bracketed by Weidner 
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Walt στεφανωσαι" ws Tolvuy Kat Thy : 


23 185 τοῖς To Ψψηφισμα εἐγραψε Kar Ta δημι 


των τει[χοποιων ovdeTepas δὲ πω 

των αρχίων τουτῶν λογον ὑμῖν ov 
ὃ evourjas δεδωκως Tavt On Te 
pacopa [vpas διδασκειν εκ τῶν On 


Oc em τινος [apxovTos Kat ποιοῦ μῆνο 
και ev τινι [nMepat και εν ποιαι EKKX 
σιαι εχειροϊτονηθη Anpoobevns 
την ἀρχὴν ἴτην emt τῶι θεωρικῶι 


Col. iv. 


28 lines lost 
τωῖν τειχοποιων ἀρχὴν npxeEV οθ ov 


σια [χρήματα διεχειριζε Kat επιβο 

Aals ἐπεβαλλε καθαπερ οἱ αλλοι 

ἀρχίοντες και δικαστηρίων ἡγεμο 
18 lines lost 
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and Blass. Whether 1625 had προ[σειπων with most MSS. and edd., or προζειπὼν with dng, is 
uncertain. Cf. ὃ 17, where BC have προσειπεῖν, A rightly προειπεῖν. 

3-4. απΊασας | [apxas: ἀρχὰς ἁπάσας MSS. Probably 1625 is right, and the reading of 
the MSS. is due to the influence of ἀρχὰς ἁπάσας in ll. 1--2. 

6-7. [Δημοσθεΐνης was bracketed by Schanz and Blass, while after τειχοποιός Halm 
inserted ὦν, for which there is not room here. 

8. malv|ra[s : so most MSS. and edd. ; but πα[ν]τεῖς could be read with e. 

18. και εὐθυΐνας was bracketed by Dobree and Blass. 

19. προς τους [i.]] λογισΐτας : πρὸς τὸν γραμματέα καὶ τοὺς λογιστὰς MSS.; cf. Schol. B (on 
the margin of a printed book; source unknown) γραμματέα λέγει τὸν εἰωθότα ἐν τῷ κοινῷ τὰ τοῦ 
δήμου γράμματα ἀναγινώσκειν, and Schol. gm Vat. Laur. λογιστὴς ἑκάστης φυλῆς εἷς. γραμματέα δὲ 


᾿ ἕκαστοι εἶχον, λέγει οὖν νῦν τὸν τῶν λογιστῶν. ἄλλως" ἄρχοντες ἦσαν δέκα ἡρημένοι καλούμενοι 


λογισταί... The omission of τὸν γραμματέα καί in 1625 brings this passage into line with 
ll. 79-80 [ylypad|ew] προς τους ἴλογιστας and 109-10 αποφερειν) κελευει λογίον προς τους λογίστας, 
where the MSS. equally ignore the γραμματεύς. The scholia do not really support the 
longer reading. ‘The logistae no doubt had γραμματεῖς, but the order of the words and the 
use of the singular γραμματέα show that these are not meant here, while the explanation of 
Schol. B is not at all convincing, for the γραμματεύς who read the laws, &c., in the assembly 
was quite a different kind of official from the λογισταί, and not likely to have been specially 
concerned with εὐθῦναι. A comparison of |. 22 ἀναγνώσεται (sc. ὁ γραμματεύς) with ὃ 124, 
where most MSS, have ἀναγνώσεται ὑμῖν ὁ γραμματεύς (ἀνάγνωθι Blass with e), indicates that 
Schol. B has been misplaced, and really refers to.l. 22, while τὸν γραμματέα καί in the MSS, - 
at 1. 19 is a corruption arising out of this very scholium or one like it owing to a mistaken 
idea that τὸν γραμματέα occurred in the text about this point, the accusative case suggesting 
]. 19 as a suitable point for the insertion of the words with καί to restore the construction. 
With regard to the deletion before λογιστας there were, as the scholium states, τὸ of these 
officials; but it is unlikely that a second-century scribe would place a diaeresis instead of a 
stroke above «(which is fairly certain), if it meant το, and he seems to have written or begun to 
write another letter after 7, though it is not clear how much ink belongs to a stroke of deletion. 

21. xedevet, which must have stood here, is deleted by several editors, but not by 
Blass. : 

αληθη : of the supposed ἡ above the line only a vertical stroke remains, and the cor- 
rection may be due to the first hand: the nature of the original reading is still more 
doubtful. 

22. αὐτοὺς υἹμιν: So BC; ὑμῖν αὐτοὺς A, Blass. 

ἀναγνώσεται : SO BC, Blass; ἀναγνῶτε A. Cf. 1. 19, n. 

23. νομ]οι : so most MSS, and edd.; νόμος a; om. ep Vat." 

24. avdpe|s: so A, Blass; om. BC, 

25. as ὁ νομοθετης apxas| ονομαζει |[ovror: so AC, Blass ; 6 μὲν νομοθ. ἀρχὰς ὀνομάζῃ οὗτοι 
δὲ B, Schultz. 

52. ev: εὖ kl, 

53. apxaiar: so MSS. ; ἀρχαίᾳ (τὴ) Blass, to avoid hiatus. 

τηλικαυτηι : so BC, Blass; τοσαύτῃ A. 

55. καὶ : om. Ip Vat. προς: eis p. 

57. owov: ois p. ἵερεις : So MSS.; ἱερέας edd. 

58--0. 0 vopos Kedevet: κελ. ὃ vou. MSS. Cf. Il. 66-7, n. 

59. mavras: ἅπαντας MSS. 

60. και Tous: om. καὶ MSS. 

61. ifelpa: so Hamaker ; γέρα MSS., Blass. The top of the « is lost, but one of the 
two dots is visible. ἱερά is no doubt right, the point being that priests got no public money. 
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The confusion was easy; cf. the spellings Ieuy and Ten for the same Oxyrhynchite village 
(1285. 98 and 1444. 34) and εἰγερον for ἱερὸν in P. Weil vi. 6. 

povov: so most MSS., Blass; μόνα ag Vat., Laur. 

62. ras: om. MSS. ημων: so a; ὑμῶν the rest, Blass. 

64. τα : so most MSS., Blass; κατὰ hm yp. 

65-6. παλιν : καὶ πάλιν 6. 

66-7. εἰναι κέλευει : κελεύει εἶναι p Vat. Cf. ll. 58--0, n. 

6η--ὃ. διαχειρισαντας : the last a is corr. from ε, διαχειρίζοντας some edd., but cf, 
ll. 69-70, n. 

69. προσοδων was bracketed by Bake and Blass. 

69-70. υφηρημένους ... καταθεντας : ὑφαιρουμένους .. . καταθέντας AC; ὑφαιρουμένους.. . 
κατατιθέντας B, Blass. Probably 1625 is right, and the reading of B is an emendation of 
that of AC, which is a corruption of the papyrus text. 

70-1, επιδιδοναι [δ]: so MSS.; οὐδ᾽ ἐπιδιδόναι μὲν Blass. 

73. τας πα τ[ρωι]ας: so Β, Blass; for τοὺς τὰς mar. (AC, except d) there is not room. 

77. δικίαστων : so kl; δικαστηρίων the rest, Blass. 

78. τὴν: so AB, Blass; om. C. 

81. διδοναι, which must have stood here, was deleted by Cobet, but not by Blass. 

81-2. καὶ τὸν εκ[ει] σκυθρωΐπον καὶ των] μεγιστων [κυριοὶν aye: so Orelli, Baiter and 
Sauppe, Simcox (τὸν... σκυθρωπὸν Lambinus and marg. Bern.; ἄγει Wolf); «. τῶν ἐκεῖ 
σκυθρωπῶν k, τ. μεγ. κύριον ἄγειν B; om. AC; x. τὴν ἐκ, σκυθρωπὸν... κυρίαν ἄγει Wolf, Reiske, 
Bekker, and, with ἄγων instead of ἄγει to avoid hiatus, Blass ; οἵ, int. There is not room for 
[kvpra|y in], 82, even if τον in |. 8x did not require [κυριοὴν. 

84. ἡ βουλὴ ἡ εξ Δρειο]υ παγου was bracketed by Blass to avoid hiatus. 

92-3. απισΐτει τοις Me Sahar so Cahkl Vat. yp., edd. ἀπαιτεῖ τοὺς ὑπευθύνους egmnp 
Laur. Vat. 

93. εὐθυς : so A, Blass; εὐθέως BC. 

94. λέγει: this was deleted by Cobet, the MSS. having after ὑπεύθυνον in 1. 95 φησί, 
which was clearly omitted in 1625 and is not necessary. 

“ἀρχὴν : this was deleted by Hamaker, while Dobree preferred ἀρχῆς. 

97-8. The MSS. have προλαβὼν χρήματα τῆς πόλεως ἢ πράξεις, from which 1625 clearly 
varied in regard to the position of τῆς πόλεως and χρήματα, and possibly by the insertion of τά 
after προλαβών. 

103-4. eve |xupage| : so Β ; ἐνεχυριάζει A} ἐνεχειράζει or -ρίζει C. 

104. 0] r[ouoberns τας ουὐσιας των: SO A; τὰς οὐσίας ὁ νομοθέτης τὰς τῶν BC, Blass ; om. 
ὁ νομοθέτης Cobet. τίας ovoras can be read in place of o| r[opoberns, but the insertion of ras 
before των would make the line too long, while the omission of o νομοθετης would leave it too 
short, so that A’s reading is the most probable, especially since 1625 shows no tendency to 
avoid hiatus. 

105. The supplement is rather short, and perhaps 1625 had ἀποδίδωσιν with c; 
ἀποδῶσι most MSS., Blass ; ἀποδώσῃ hq Bern., ἀποδώσει Vat. Laur. 

113-14. 0 νομὸς a χρη] γραφειν was bracketed by Hamaker and Blass. 

116, ανυπευθυν)ον : so A; ἀνεύθυνον BC, Blass. 

117. αζητητον και ἀνεξετα[ σἸτοῖν) : so AC, Blass; dveé. καὶ ἀζήτ. Β. 

120. τῶν vouwy: so BC, Blass; τῶν ἐν τῇ πόλει A. 

121. νόμοι: so most MSS.; νόμος 1; om. agp Vat. 

124-5. avra[t: so most MSS. ; αὐτὸ glm; om. Blass on account of hiatus. 

127. κηρυκα: κύριον g. 

131, επιδεΐδωκας : 80 g; ἀπέδωκας 4; ἐπέδωκας the rest, Blass. απο, which must have 
stood in the lacuna, is omitted by ek. 
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132. exe[s: so MSS., Blass; εἶχες (Bake) is inadmissible. 

134. εἰς ravra ek τῆς Toews is restored from most MSS., but C omits εἰς and el have 
πολιτείας for πόλεως, while Blass omits ἐκ, and Bekker reads ἐκ τῶν τῆς, The length of the 
lacuna favours the presence of both εἰς and εκ, but not των as well. 

TBO... 2 Ιλου : aand μ are the only alternatives to A, and the lacuna may be 2 or 
3 letters shorter than as printed, but hardly any longer. The MSS. have nothing between 
φιλοτιμίαν and μηδέ. An imperative either preceded by μή or governing ἁρπάζειν (instead of 
ἅρπαζε) seems most likely, but ἑλοῦ is not satisfactory. 

140. Whether 1625 had κοινὰς with the MSS. or κενας, the generally accepted correction 
of Stephanus, is uncertain. 

144-5. τὴν ἀρχὴν την ?| | ἐπι Tole Oewpikar: τὴν ἐπὶ τῷ θ. ἀρχήν (MSS., except ἢ ἐπὶ τῶν 
θεωρικῶν) does not suit. τὴν before ἀρχὴν can be omitted from the restoration, but cf. 1, 154. 
Blass proposed ἐπὶ τὸ θεωρικόν in both places, comparing ὃ 25 and avoiding hiatus in ]. 145; 
most MSS. in |. 154 have τῶν θεωρικῶν (which may of course have been the reading of 1625 
in both places), but cdq have τῷ θεωρικῷ. 

146. δε is omitted by df, πω by Ap Vat., and it is not certain that both these words 
should be restored. 

153. The restoration is rather short, containing only 16 letters compared with 21 in 
the two lines above (I. 154 may be short for special reasons; cf. n.); and o may be 
inserted before Anpoobevns. ‘The loss of it would be easy owing to the hiatus. 

154. After τῶι θεωρίκωι (OF τῶν θεωρικων ; cfs ll. 144-5, n.) BC proceed ὅτι μεσοῦντα τὴν 
ἀρχὴν ἔγραψεν αὐτὸν στεφανοῦν ἀναγίνωσκε ἀναγινώσκετε some MSS.) διαλογισμὸς τῶν ἡμερῶν. 
(dad. τ. ἦμ. om. B), while of the A group e has only ψήφισμα (so Blass) and kl omit the 
title as well as the preceding sentence. ὅτι. .. ἀναγίνωσκε was deleted by Bekker and 
subsequent editors as a gloss, but some retain διαλογισμὸς τῶν ἡμερῶν as the title. Allow- 
ing for a title at the top of Col. iv corresponding to |. 121, there is certainly not room 
for more than 27 lines of continuous text, and there may have been only 26, so that 
it is practically certain that the gloss was omitted by 1625, as in A. 

187. The papyrus may have had καθαπερ καὶ οἱ add with C, but is unlikely to have 
omitted ado with A. 


I. NEW 


᾿Αβέλ 1600. 22. 

ἄγγελος 1608. 12. 

ἄγειν 1600. 57. 

ἅγιος [1601. 4. | 

ἀδελῴός 1600. 22?; 1602. 29. 

ἀθεράπευτος 1608. 21. 

αἰδεῖσθαι 1603. 17. 

αἷμα 1600. 38. 

αἰώνιος 1602. 29. 

ἀκούειν 1602. τ. 

ἀλλά 1600. τό. 

ἄλλος [1600. 31. | 

ἀλλόφυλοι 1602. 9, 15. 

ἄν 1602. 31. 

ἀναβαίνειν 1601. [2]; ὃ, 

ἀναιδής 1608. 15. 

ἀναιρεῖν 1602. 24--". 

ἀναρίθμητος 160]. τι. 

ἀνδριώτατος 1608. 4. 

ἄνευ [1601]. 9.] 

ἀνήρ 1601. 24. 

ἀνομία 1602. 27. 

ἄνομος 1602. 2, 7. 

ἀνοσιώτερος 1602. 8. 

ἀντί 1601. 34. 

ἀντίδικος 1601. 13. 

ἄνυδρος 1602. 17. 

ἀπό 1602. 5. 

ἀποβλέπειν 1600. 17, 21, 33. 

ἀπολλύναι 1601. το. 

ἀποτέμνειν 1608, τι. 

ἀπώλεια [160]. 5. | 

᾿Αράδ (αδαρ ΠῚ 1602. ο. 

ἀριθμός 1601. 9. 

ἀρνίον 1600. 56. 

ἀτιμάζειν 1608. 14? 

αὐτὸς 1601. [8], τὸ; 24; 
1602. 5, ef sacp.; [1603. 
19. | 


BDL ES 


(Il = the papyrus in question.) 


THEOLOGICAL FRAGMENTS. 


ἀφιστάναι 1602. 5, 25. 


βασιλεύς 1602. 8. 
βούλεσθαι 1600. το. 


γάρ 1600. 12, [41]; 160]. 
4, τι; 1602. 6; 1608. 
5. 

yn 1601. 3; 1602. 13, 37. 

γινώσκειν 1600. 21. 

γράφειν 1601. 32. 

γραφή [1600. 30.] 

γυνή 1601. 29; 1608. 1, ef 


Sacp. 


Δαυείδ [1600. 48. | 

δέ 1600. 6; 1601. [12], 20, 
27; 1608. τι, 19. 

δεσμεύειν 1603. 9. 

δή 1600. 4. 

δηλοῦν 1600. 7? ; 1601. 21. 

διά 1600. 6, 18, 22?, 39; 
1608. 2, ef saep. 

διάβολος 160]. 14. 

διδόναι 1602. 11. 

δίκαιος 1601. 26. 

δισσός 1608. 20. 

διώκειν 1608. 8. 

δόσις 1600. τοῦ 

δύναμις 1602. 30. 


ἐάν 1600. 16; 1601. 32; 
1603. το. 

ἑαυτοῦ 1602. 36. 

ἐγώ 1601. 23, 30. ἥμεις 
[1600. 8; 1601. "]: 
1602. 20, 36. 


ἐδαφίζειν 1608. 6. 


ἐθνικός 1601. 34. 


ἔθνος 1601. [ 2], 6, [12], 33. 

εἰ 1600. το. 

εἶναι [1600. 12; 1601. 7]; 
1602. 7, 37. 

εἰς 1600. 17, 22-34, [47, 
56]. 

ἐκ, ἐξ 1600. 3, 5; 1601. 533; 
1602. 2, 6, 12. 

ἐκκλησία 1601. 33. 

ἐκπέμπειν 1602. το. 

ἐκτιθέναι 1600. 29. 

ἔμπροσθεν 1600. 44. 

ἐν 1600. [8], 34; 1601. 21, 
26; 1602. 16; 1603. 9. 

ἐξουσία 1601. 6. 

ἐπαγγέλλειν 1602. 13. 

ἐπεί 1602. το. 

ἐπί 1601. 3, 24-5, 30; 1602. 
18, 39. 

ἐπιθυμί ) 1601. 33. 

ἐρεῖν [1608. ii τι 

ἔρημος 1602. τό. 

ἔσχατος 1602. 39. 

ἔτι 1602. II. 

εὐδοκία 1602. 34. 

ἔχειν 1608. το. 

ἕως 1602. 31. 


ζῆν 1602. 26. 
ζητεῖν 1601. Τρ. 
ζωή 1600. [ 43], 48. 


Ἠλεί 16038. 6. 
ἡμέρα [1600. 46. | 
Ἠσαΐας [1600. 32: 


θεός 1600. 18; 160]. 


1602. 3, 10. 


27; 
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θρηνεῖν 1601. 23, 25, 27. 
Opnveve 1601. 28. 


ἱερεύς 1603. 6, τό. 

Ἰησοῦς 1602. 21, 35. 
Ἰσραήλ 1602. Sie 

ἰσχυρός 1601. evs 8. 

ἰσχύς 1602. 12. 

Ἰωάννης 1608. 11. 

Ἰωσήφ 1600. 26 ; 1608. 9. 


καθῆσθαι [1601. 30. | 

καινός 1600. 10, 12, 15, 18. 

καιρός 1602. 40. 

κάκιστος 1608. 18. 

κακόν 1608. 20. 

κακοπαθεῖν 1602. 23. 

κακῶς [1600. 32.| 

καρπός 1602. 12. 

κατά 1600. 14, 16; 160]. 
11; 1602. 21, 26. 

καταβάλλειν 1608, 12. 

καταπίνειν 1601]. Τρ. 

κεραυνεῖν 1601]. 18. 

κηρύσσειν 1602. 20. 

κληρονομία 1602. 28. 

κλῆρος 1602. 22. 

κόσμος [1601. 6. | 

κρεμαννύναι 1600. 44. 

κύριος 1600. [5], ΠΟΥ 20; 
40; [1601]. 3]; 1602. 4, 
20, 33. 

κυροῦν 1602. 32. 


λαμβάνειν 1602. 

λαός 1602. 24. 

λέγειν 1600. 49; 1601. 11, 
25, 20. 

Λευίτης 1608. τό. 

λέων 1601. 13. 

λογίζεσθαι 1600. 58. 

Adyos 1602, 38. 


22, 35. 


μακρός 1600. 3, 5. 
μέν 1600. 14, [41]; 1601. 
I 


μένειν 1602. 30-1. 

μερισμός 1602. 22. 

μετά 1601. 22 : 1602. ο, 16. 
μέχρι 1602. 3. 


INDICES 


μή 1601. 30, 34. 
μυστήριον 1600. 13, 20, 40. 
Μωύσης 1600. 28, 42; 1601. 


52. 


νηστεύειν 160]. 28. 
νικητής 1602. 30. 
νομίζειν 1600. τι. 
νόμος 1600. 15. 
νοῦς 1601. 2. 

νῦν 1602. 29. 

νύξ 1600. 46. 


ξυρεῖν 1608. 5. 


ὁδούς 1601. 13. 

ὁμοίως 1600. 24-32. 

ὅπλον 1602. 34. 

ὁρᾶν 1600. 18, 43. 

ὅς 1601. 10, 25; 1602. 4. 
ὅσος 1602. τό. 

ὅσπερ 1601. 21. 

ὅστις 1602. 21. 

1594. 15; 1600. 1; 
1601. (2, 132]. 28. [30]. 
31-2; 1602. 30. 
οὐ, οὐκ 1600. 47; 1602. 5; 

1603. τό, 17. οὐ μή 1601. 

30. οὐχ ὅτι 1594. I5. 
οὐδείς 1603. 15. 
οὐρανός 1608. 7. 

Οὔριος 1608. 1? 
οὗτος 1601. 6, 11-12, 22, 34; 

1602. 18. 
οὕτω(-) 1600. 4; 1602. 37. 
ὀφθαλμός 1600. 45. 


τ 
οτι 


πάθος 1600. 5. 

παλαιός 1600. 10, 12, 14. 
πάλη 1601. 8. 
παντοπαθής ῦ 1608. το. 
παράβασις 1608. 3. 
παράγειν [1608. 3. | 
παραλαμβάνειν 1602. 38. 
παρέχειν 1602. 18. 

mas 1608. 13-14, 17-18. 
πάσχειν 1600. 32. 
πατάσσειν 1600. 36. 

περί 1600. 38. 

περιπατεῖν [160]. 14. | 


περιτιθέναι 1601. 20. 

πιπράσκειν 1600. 27. 

πιστεύειν 1600. 47. 

πίστις 1600. 2. 

πλοῦτος 1608. 10. 

πνεῦμα 1602. 23, 26, 39. 

πνευματικός 1601. 7. 

πολύς [1600. 37. ] 

πονηρία 1608. το. 

πονηρός 1608. 18. 

πορνεύειν 1601. 29, 30. 

ποσάκις 1602. 1. 

πρόβατον 1600. 35. 

πρός 1600. 3°; 1601. 23; 
1602. 4, 10, 33; 1603. 3. 

προσέλευσις 1602. 32. ἢ 

προφητεύειν 1600. 42. 

προφήτης 1602. 19; 1608. 
17. 

προφητικός 1600. 30. 

πρῶτον 1601. 31. 


ῥίπτειν 1601. 18. 
ῥύεσθαι 1602. 3. 


σάκκος 1601. 24. 

Σαμψών [1608. 4.| 

σήμερον 1600. 7. 

Σολομών 1608. 3. 

σοφώτατος [1608. 2:ἢ 

στρατιώτης 1602. 1. 

av, ὑμεῖς 1600. 43, 45, 48: 
1601. 14; [1603. 11.} 

σύμφυτος 1602. 33. 

συνεργεῖν 1608. 20. 

σφαγή [1600. 56. | 

σφάζειν 1600. 35. 

σφάλλειν 1602. 27. 

cater 1600. 37; 1602. 6. 


τάξις 1602. 21. 
ταπεινοφροσύνη 1599. 42. 
τελειοῦν 1600. 8 ἡ 

τέταρτος 160]. 10. 

τηρεῖν 1602. 4, II. 

τιμᾶν 1608. τό. 

τίς 1608. 11. 

τοίνυν 1600. το. 

τυγχάνειν 1600. 8; 1601. 9. 


I. NEW THEOLOGICAL FRAGMENTS 


τύπος 1600. 6, 17. 
τυφλοῦν 1608. 5. 


vids 1601. 5; 1603. 6. 
ὑπέρ 1602. 36. 

ὑπό 1602. 24. 
ὑπομένειν 1602. 31. 
ὑποτάσσειν 1602. 14. 


φάναι 1601. 4. 


Φαραώ 1602. 6. 

φείδεσθαι 1608. 15? 

φονεύειν 1600. 23; 1608. 14. 
φύειν 1602. 56. 

φυλακή 1608. 9. 


Χαναναῖοι 1602. 14. 

χάρις 1600. τ, τό. 

χείρ 1602. 2, 6. 

Χριστός 1602. I, 21, 23, 35. 
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ψυχή 1601. 4, 5. 

“Oy 1602. 8. 

ὡς 1600. [34], 56; 1601. 34; 


1602. 37. 
‘Qoné 1601. 29. 


1. d¢e 1600. 25. 


tN We CLASSICALLY FRAGMENTS. 


(4) 1604 (PINDAR, Dithyrambs). 


(Large Roman numerals refer to the different poems ; sth. = scholium.) 


*ABas I. 9. 

ἄγειν [II. 28 ? | 
ἀγέλα 11. 23. 

ἀγνοεῖν I. 6; sch. 
ἀγρότερος 11. 21? 
ἀέξειν I. 14. 

aiyis II, 17. 
αἰθόμενος 11. το. 
ἀκναμπτεί III, 12. 
ἀκούειν IT, 20. 

ἀλαλά II, 13. 
ἀλκάεις 1]. 17. 

ἅλμα 1. τό. 

ἀμπνεῖν II, 15. 

ἄναξ 1. 3. 

ἄνθρωπος II. [3], 30. 
ἀνιστάναι II, 25. 
ἀν(τὶ rod) III. 7 sch. 
ἀντιστροφή I, 20 sch. 


dod I. 14; [I]. 1]; II. 17. 


ané I. x; [1]. a 
ars. 7]: 20 sch 
dpa I, 6? 

“A pyos er: 


“Appovia 11. 27. 
ἼΑρτεμις iH. 19. 
ἀσπασίως I, 31? 
αὐτός I. 6 sch. 
αὐχήν III. 14. 


Βάκχιος II, 21. 


βλώσκειν I, το. 
βρισάρματος II, 26. 


| βρομιάς I. 11. 
| Βρόμιος 1]. 6, [ 2x |. 


βροτός I, 15. 


yapera 1]. 27. 
yap I. 15. | 
γείτων III. το. 
γενεά [II. 30. | 
Γοργόνες I. 5. 


Δαναΐ 1 τι 

das II. 11. 

dé I. 6 and sch., 15; II. [4], 
10, 12, 15, 19, 22—3, 29. 

δή III. οὗ 

διαπετάννυσθαι II. 4. 

διθύραμβος II, 2. 

Διονυσιακόν I, to sch. 

Διόνυσος 11. 31. 

διοί ) iI. 6 sch. 

δόμος 1, 8. 

δράκων II. 18. 


é I. 6 and sch. 
ἔγχος II. τη. 
ἐγώ II, 23. 
εἰδέναι IT. 5. 
εἶναι I. 6 sch. 


| εἰς I. 6 sch. 


Ἑλλάς II. 25. 

evils; ΠΡ ΤΟ 2; tees 
ἔνθα 11. 27. 

᾿Ενυάλιος II. 16. 

éé¢ I. 20 and sch., 34. 

ἐξ I. 20 sch. 

ἐξαίρετος II. 23. 

ent, 1. 28. sch. 


| ἐπιδορατίς IIT. 13 sch. 


ἐπίμαχος I, 23 sch. 
ἔπος II. 24. 

ἐρατός I, ὃ. 
ἐρίγδουπος 11. 12. 
ἕρκος I, τό. 

ἔρπειν 11. τ. 
ἔρχεσθαι III. 9, 25 ? 
ἔτι 1. 14. 

εὐάμπυξ 1. 13. 
εὐδαίμων 1. 11, 
εὔδοξος II. 30. 
εὔχεσθαι I. 15; II. 26. 


ζευγνύναι 1. ὃ ; II. 20. 
Ζεύς II. 7, 29. 


7 II title. 
Ἡρακλῆς II title. 
npwos III. 19? 


θάλος I. 14. 
θάνατος 1. 36. 
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Θῆβαι [II. 26. ] 
Θηβαῖοι IT title. 
Onp 11. 22. 
θοίνα 1. τι. 
θρασύς II title. 


ἰέναι (‘go’) IT, το. 
ipds [1]. 4. ]} 


ἱστάναι 1]. 8. 


Κάδμος II, 28. 
καὶ I. ΤΟ ΜΠ]: 2 ΠῚ 22. ΟΣ 
{ΠῚ τ τ: 
καλλίχορος II, 25? 
κἂρυξ 11. 24. 
κατάρχειν II. 8, 
κεδνός 11. 28? 
κεν I. [34] and sch. 
κεραυνός 11. 15. 
Κέρβερος II title. 
κεχλαδέναι 1]. το. 
κηλεῖν 11. 22. 
κίβδαλος 1 8] 
κινεῖν II. τό. 
κίσσινος III. 7. 
κλαγγά 11. 18. 
κλόνος II, 14. © 
κόρη I. τῇ sch. 
κορυφά I. 12, 
κούρη [I. 17.] 
κρεμαννύναι IIT, 12. 
κρόταλα I]. 10. 
κρόταφος III. 8. 
κυανοχίτων IIT, 5. 
κύκλος 11]. 4. 
Κύκλωψ I. 6, το sch. 


λαγχάνειν [II. 28 ?| 
λέγειν I, 2, 15, 23 sch. 
λείβεσθαι 1. 4. 

λέων 11. 21. 


μανία 1 13. 

μάτηρ II. 9, 32. 
μέγαρα ΤΠ Ὁ. 

μέγας I. ἢ; 11. 9. 
μέλας 1. τό. 

μελίζειν III. 6. 

μέ IL. [ir], 8; III. 3. 
μεταγράφειν 1. 6 sch. 


INDICES 


Μοῖσα II. 25. 
μυρίος 11. 18. 


Μοῖσαι IJ. 14. 


Ναϊάδες II. 12. 
ναίειν I, 35. 
νέος II. 5. 

νιν I. τό. 

νῦν [1]. 4.} 


ξανθός II. 11. 
ξενίζξεσθαι 1. to sch. 


Ὁ I. [ro] and sch., 34 sch. ; 
II. 3, 15, [16], 22. 

6 I. 6 sch. 

οἰοπόλος II. 19 and schol. 

οἷος {10 6. 

ὄλβος II. 26? 

ὀμφά ΤΕ 29. 

ὀργή IL. 20. 

ὀρίνεσθαι 11. 13. 

Οὐρανίδαι II. 7. 

οὗτος I. 6 sch. 

οὕτως I, 6 sch. 

ὄφις 11. 18 sch. 


maykparns Π. 15. 

Παλλάς 11. τη. 

πάρ 11. 9. παρά 11. I [30]. 

πατήρ I. 5, 1ῇ. 

πέλειν III. 15. 

περισσός 1. 34 sch. 
Joa20rscn. 

πέταλον III, το. 

πεύκη 11. 11. 

πλεκτός IIT. 7 50ῃ.} 

πλόκος III. 7. 

πόλις. πολέα 11]. 9. 
1 Ὁ: 

πόνος III. τό. 

ποτέ II. 27. 

πούς III. 4. 

πραπίδες 11. 28. 

πρέπειν Lena. 

πρίν II. τ. 

προσάγειν I, 20 sch.? 

πρύτανις III. το. 

πτόλις I. 6. Cf. πόλις. 

πύλη II. 4. 


περισσῶς 


πτόλις 


mip II. 16. 


ῥίμφα 1]. το. 
{(ῥι)ψαύχην 11. 13. 
ῥόμβος II. g. 
ῥύεσθαι IIT. 14. 


σάν 1]. 3. 

σεμνός 11. 8. 
σκᾶπτον II. 7. 
σκόπελος III. το. 
σολοικισμός I. 6 sch. 
σοφός 1]. 24. 
στάσις III. 3. 
στέφανος III. 7. 
στολί NORE eye 
στόμα [1 3: | 
στοναχά Tie: 
στρατιά 11]. τι. 
σύ. ὕμμι [I. 15. | 
σύγγονος it Ej. 

σύν 11. 14. 
σχοινοτενής [1]. τ.] 


ταμίας 111. 23. 

τε I. 19; Π πὸ το τ 
[16], τῇ, [26500 se 
12-13, 17. 

τελετά 1.533; IJ. 65 IL 6: 

reds III. 6. 

τιθέναι 1. 13. 

τίκτειν 11. 30. 

τύ μύπανα 1 9. 


ὑπό 11. τι. 
ὑψαύχην 11. 13. 
ὑψηλός 11. 28. 


φάμα II, 27. ‘ 
φεύγειν 1. τό. 
φθογγάζεσθαι II. 18. 
φίλος III. 9. 

Φόρκος I. 17. 

φῦλον 11. 21; 111. 18 


χάρμα 11]. 13. 
χορεύειν II. 22. 
χορός III. τό. 


ὡς I. 6 sch. 
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(0) OTHER CLASSICAL FRAGMENTS, 


(1600 zs zo be supplied before the figures in thick type. 


The extant portion 


of 1608 7s not indexed, except the proper names.) 


ἀγαθός 5. 48. 

᾿Αγαμήστωρ 13. 2. 

ἀγανακτεῖν 6. 507, 543. 

ἁγνός 11. 163. 

ἄγονος 11. 95. 

ἀγορά [11. 73.] 

ἀδελφή 7. 283. 

ἀδελφιδοῦς 10. 86. 

ἀδελφός 6. 7, [161]; 10.143? 

ἀδικεῖν 6. 115, 117. 

ἀδίκως 6. 429. 

ἀδύνατος 7. 59. 

ἀθανασία 12, 31. 

᾿Αθηναῖοι 6. 170; 10. 73, 2013 

ἽΑιδης 11. 271. 

, αἱρεῖν 10. 45, 75, 267} 

Αἰσιμίδης 18. 7. 

Αἰσχύλος 18. 3. 

αἰτιᾶσθαι 11. 225. 

ἀκόντιον 11. 72. 

ἀκούειν 5. 46; 6, 129, 136, 
ΠΟ; 7. 250; 9. 18. 

᾿Ακουσίλαος 11. 52. 

ἀκρόπολις. Περὶ ἀκ. 11. 103. 

ἀλγηδών 11. 247? 

ἀληθῶς 11. 43. 

ἁλίσκεσθαι 10. 106; 11. 67. 

᾿Αλκιβιάδης 8. 50. 

᾿Αλκμέων (4) 11. 87, 91; (ὁ) 18. 5. 

ἀλλά 6, 83, [233], 245, 592, 705; 7. 44; 
120 [101]. τό4.; 8.36; 9. 11; 10. 163; 
11. 198 ; 12. 14. 

ἄλλος 6. 223, 259, 538; 11. 60. 

ἀλλότριος 6. 179. 

ἅμα 6. 352; 10. [123], 125. 

ἁμαρτάνειν 6. 544. 

ἁμάρτημα 6. 180. 

ἁμαρτηΪ 8. 81. 

ἄμουσος 8. 9, 14. 

ἀμφισβητεῖν 6. 547, 604. 

ἀμφότερος J. 115. 

a 6. [114], 118, 123, [234], 235, 260, 504, 
ΠΡΟ 7 40, 63, 228; 8:5}, (48); 9.18; 
ΠῸ 2}: 11. 24012. TO, 24, 206. 

ἄν = ἐάν 8. 340? 


19. ΟἹ. 


143; 147, 379, 


ἀνάγειν 5. 34. 

ἀναγκάζειν 6. 254, 353. 

ἀναγκαῖος 8. 8, 12 ; 10. 4. 

ἀνάγκη Θ. 181, 293, 295, 482. 
ἀναγράφειν 11. 105. 

ἀναίσχυντος 6. 736. 

ἀνάκλασις 9. 11 

ἀνακοινοῦσθαι 10. 128. 

ἀναλαμβάνειν 7. 87. 

ἀναμιμνήσκειν (αναμνημισκειν ΠῚ 6. 178. 


᾿Ανάσχετος 7. 218. 


ἄνειν 11, 127. 

ἀνήρ 6. 98°, 935; 10. 75, 268?; 11. 62. 
ὦ avd. δικασταί 6. 77, 114, 220, 368, ΠΣ 
859; 7. 221. ἀνδράσι 6. 330. 

ἄνθρωπος 6. 225; 7.16, 42,195; 8. 8, 29, 
52 5 11, 64: 12. τό. 

ἀνιέναι 12. 28? 

ἀνόητος 6. 357. 

ἄνοια 8, 41. 

ἀνόμως 6. 159. 

ἀντέχεσθαι 7. 172. 

1.5 11. 20} 

132. 

ἀντιπράττειν 7. 00. 

ἄνωθεν 11. 81, 

ἄξιος 6. 659. 

ἀξιοῦν 6. 11, 78, 320, 326; 7. 193; 10. 24; 
ll. 46. 

ἀπαιτεῖν 6. 264. 

ἀπαίτησις 6, 273. 

ἀπειλεῖν 11. 77. 

ἀπιέναι 9. 18. 

ἀπό 5. 35; 9. 19 ; 10. 94. 

ἀπογιγνώσκειν 8. 20. 

ἀποδεικνύναι Θ. 533. 

ἀποδημεῖν 7, 285. 

ἀποδιδόναι 6. 14, 31-2, 46-7, 370, 381--2. 

ἀποθνήσκειν 10, 104; 11, 83. 

ἀποικίζειν 10. 59. 

ἀποκηρύττειν 8. 30. 

ἀποκομίζεσθαι 11, 222? 

ἀποκτείνειν 6. 9; 11. 228. 


ἀντί 6. 
ἀντίδικος Θ. 


ἄπο 11. gf. 


| ἀπολαμβάνειν 6, 21ῆ. 


ἀπολέγειν 7. 28, 58? 
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᾿Απολλόδωρος 8. 34. 

ἀπολλύναι 6, 83. 

ἀπολογεῖσθαι 8. 36. 

ἀπολογία 8. 28. 

ἀπολύειν 11. 54. 

ἀπορία 6. 317; 10. 109. 

ἀπορροή 9. 18. 

ἀποστερεῖν 6. 117, 162, 253, 508, 949. 

ἀποφέρεσθαι 6. 12? 

ἀποψηφίζεσθαι 6. 221. 

ἄπρατος 6. 41. 

ἀπρεπής Ἵ. 180, 

᾿Αργεῖος 11. 52. 

ἀργύριον 6, 264, 283, 296, 341, 345. 

ἄριστα 6, 210; 11. 231? 

᾿Α[ριστό ?|Snuos 11. 223. 

᾿Αριστοφάνης 11. 174. 

᾿Αρίφρων 18. τ. 

᾿Αρκτῖνος 11. 148? 

᾿Αρταξέρξης 10. 122. 

ἀρχαῖος 12. 58. 

ἄρχειν 11. 84. 

ἀρχή 11. 122; 12, 12. 

ἀσεβεῖν 12. 23, 25? 

ἀσθενῶς 7. 82. 

᾿Ασία 8. 99. 

ἀσπίς 6. 20, 66. 

᾿Ασσηί 1]. 247. 

ἄτεκνος 11, go. 

ἀτιμάζειν 10. 20. 

ἄτρωτος 11. 62. 

αὐτός 6. 8, 85, 90, 148, 169, 182, 191, 202, 
227, 232, [268], [272], 294-5, 299, 326, 
379, 593°, 532, 534; 5363; 7. 20, 26, 61, 
99, 103, 192, 206, 394; 8. 79, 82; 10. 
Ὁ, 74, 85, 96, 100, 116 ?, 123; 11. 50, 61, 
65, 76, 79, 128, 149; 12. 13, 23, 27. 

αὐτοῦ 10. 49? 

ἀφαιρεῖν 8. 10; 12. 30. 

ἀφανίζειν 6. 32. 

ἀφηγεῖσθαι 11. 161. 

ἄφιππος 8. 11, 15. 

ἄφρων 6. 360. 

᾿Αχαρνεύς 6. 89. 

“Awavdpos 18. 11. 

ἁψιμαχία 7. 26. 


Βάκχαι 11, 35. 
βαρβαρικός 10, 72. 
βασιλεία 10. 124; 11. 40. 


INDICES 


βασιλεύειν 11. 44. 

βασιλεύς 10. 51, 87, 132; 11. 50, 69. 

βέβαιος (βεβαιοῦν ?) 6. 493, 602. 

βελτίων 6. 132, 141, 148, 204. 

Bia 6. 227. 

Bios 6. 353. 

βόρειος 11. 123, 126. 

βούλεσθαι 6. 138, 441; 10. 33, 1257; 12, 
Hop, 3. 

βουλεύεσθαι 6. 498 ? 

βοῦς, ὁ 6. 336. 

βραχύς 10. 135. 

Βυζάντιον 10. 41. 


γάρ 6. 17, 113 ?, 122, 52) Sey 185. 515 
329, 538, 553, 5953 7-19, 42, 63, 73, 98, 
187, 224, 228; 8. 21, 5. ΤΠ τ 
[10. 50?]; 11. 46, [sr], 55, 58, 84, 166, 
239, 389; 12. 12, 28, 35. 

ye 7. 59, 1623 8. 42, τοοῦ; 11. 190, 

Tras) 5. 35 marg. ; 

γέφυρα 10. 1? : 

yn 6. 423; 11: 81. 

γίγνεσθαι 6. [156], 205, 262, 359, 378; 7. 25, 
63; 8. 2?, 10; 10. 30, 96; 11. 69, 90. 

γιγνώσκειν 6. 535; 8. 82. 

γονεύς 8. 2, 5, 45, 50. 

γυνή 11. 146. 


δαμάσιππος 11, 164. 

δανείζεσθαι 6. 320, 327, 444. 

δέ 6. [7], 13, 4%, 47) 86, 116, 143, 155, 
[163], 175, 181, 186, 189, [216], 224, 
246, 251-2, 255, 257; 261, 266, 295, 319, 
324-5, 336, 494, 505, 558; 7. [72], 80, 
84, 186, 288, 455; 8. 7, 34, 37, 49, 57; 
9. 9, 14, 31-2, [34], 37; 10. 8, a 16, 
[32], 38, 79, 74: τού, 125, [237 ’ 2497; 
11, 34-5, 56, 75, 86, 02, Τὸ τοῦ τ 
127-8, 137, 151, [175], 213, 215, 223, 
229, 232, 2447, 2476, 280) 15. τλττὺ 
18; 20. 

δεδιώς 10. 126? 

δεῖν 6. 249, 361; [7. 100]; 9. 14; 12. 17. 

δεινός 6. 113 ?, 422? 

δεῖσθαι 6. 143, 219, 318, 335. 

Δεκέλεια 6. 186. 

δέσποινα [7 102.] 

δεύτερος 11. 30, (figure) 329. 

δή 6. 4173.7. 102; 8, 48; 10. Tor. 
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dndos 6. 152, 193, 803; 11. 32. 

δηλοῦν 7. 24. 

Δημήτηρ 12. 25. 

Δημόκριτος 9. τό. 

δῆμος [6. 217.] 

did 6. 56 ?, 203, 239; 8.28; 10. [τό }], 21, 
108; 11. 86, 88, 96. 

διαβάλλεσθαι 8. 51? 

διαβολή 7. 211. 

διαγανακτεῖν 6. 84. 

διάγεσθαι 6. 559. 

διακεῖσθαι 7. 82. 

διακόσιοι 5. 32; 10. 66. 

διαλέγεσθαι 7. 97. 

διαλύειν 6. 333, 560; 11. 128. 

διαπορεῖν 11. 166. 

διαπράττεσθαι 8. 25. 

διαρρήδην 7. 128. 

διατελεῖν 10. 93. 

διατιθέναι 6. 242? 

διαφέρεσθαι 7. 23, 62, 100. 

διαφθείρειν 7. 1943; 10. 73. 

διαφορά 6. 262; 8. 42. 

Otoovat 5. 37; 6. 25°, 228, 248, 252, 2471, 
ἘΠῚ 174; 7. τοῦ ὃ; 10, 213. 

δίδυμος 11. 92. 

δικάζειν Θ. 17, 254, 871; 7. 159. 

δίκαιος 6. 553 ἢ δικαιότατος 10. 28? 
6. 118, 506, 536. 

δικαι[ 6. 416, 495. 

δικαστήριον 11. 226. 

δικιστῆς Θ. 77, I14, 221, 369, 378, 384; 
850); 7. 222. 

δίκη 6. 103 ὃ, 184, 248. 

Διονύσια 6. 330. 

διορύττειν 7. 14, 23, 30, 40, 92. 

Διώξιππος 7. 285. 

δοκεῖν 6. 144, 479?, 510; 8. 7, 133.9. 9. 

δολιχός 10. 134 ? 

δόξα 12. 31. 

δόρυ 11. 41, 45, 48, 84. 

δραχμή 6. 23, 167, 332; (symbol) 9. 31, 
[37-8]. | 

dvew 6. 250, 355. 

δύναμις 6. 348. 

δύνασθαι 6. 16, 34, 538; 11. 51, 85. 

δύο 6. 169, 297, 4403 11. 31, 116. 

δυστυχέστερος 6. 226, 

δυστυχία 6. 158. 

δωρεά 6. 172. 


δικαίως 
δικαιότερον 6. 130. 
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ἐὰν 6. 477°; 7. 161; 1 04. 12. 32. 

ἑαυτοῦ (αὑτοῦ) 6. τό, 80, 168, 177, 345, 358; 
8. 5, 45. 

ἑβδομήκοντα 6. 30. 

ἕβδομος (figure) 11. 232. 

ἔγγονος 11. 146. 

ἐγώ 6. 256, 260, 269, 296, 315}, 335?, 337, 
419, 442, 495, 510; 8.13, 49, [82]; 11. 
90; [12. 32). ἡμεῖς 6. 2615 Mingo? 
12. 15, 

ἐθέλειν 6. 552; 12. 28. 

ἔθνος. [Ἐθνῶν] κτίσεις 11. 213. 

εἰ 6. [115], 123, 224, 226, 230, 250, 206, 
301, 351, 355, 494, 502; 7. [73], 187, 
194; 8.57; Ll. 190; 12. 22. 

εἰδέναι 7. 46. 

εἴδωλον 9. 14. 

εἰκός 6. 252, 322, 344. 

εἶναι 6. [114], 124, 141, 145, 149, 154, 168, 
174, 194, 201, 244, 246, 251, 256, 277, 
284, 327°, 337, 344, 356, 426, 480, 
562; 7. 18, 54, 72, 221, 236, 341, 465 ; 
8.9, 49, 53, 57; 9. 32; 10. 5, 59, 87, 93, 
100; 11. 31, 43, 58, 75, 83, 96, 147, 
V5KSE, THES G UPA Til 1ῆ: 

εἴπερ 10. 33. 

εἰς 5. 31; 6. 93?, 165, [234], 260, [330], 
346, 354, 489; 7. 284; 8. 42; 9. 13; 
LO) 63 11: 224,226. 

εἷς 7. 191; [10. 238.] 

εἰσάγειν 11. 227. 

εἰσιέναι 6, 234. 

εἶτα 6. 201? 

εἰωθέναι 7. 95. 

ἐκ, ἐξ 6. 186, 285; 7.194; 10: 41, 583 11. 
59, 60; 12. 12. 

ἕκαστος 6. 476; 9. 10. 

ἑκατόν 10. 74. 

ἔκγονος (eyyovos II) 11. 146. 

ἐκδιδόναι 10. 34? 

ἐκεῖ 9.9; 10. 103. 

ἐκεῖνος 6. 63°, 704; 7. 27, 45, 68, 80, 228, 
396; 8.36; 9. 10; 10. 18, 21, 31, 19473 
11. 59, 79; 12. 18-19. Cf. κεῖνος. 

ἐκεῖσε 12. 27. 

ἐκπλεῖν 5. 4723 10. 40. 

ἐκτίθεσθαι 11. 148. 

ἐκτίνειν Θ. 249, 300. 

ἔκτισις 6, 490. 

ἐκφεύγειν 6. 7. 
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Ἔλατος 11. 57. 

ἐλάχιστος 6. 157. 

ἐλευθεῖρ 7. 344. 

᾿Ελευσίνια 12. 21. 

Ἑλλάνικος 11. 212. 

Ἕλλάς 10. 59. 

Ἕλληνες 8. 1273 10. 24, 108, 192. 

ἐλπίς 6. 198. 

ἐμός 6. 258, 322. 

᾿Ἐμπεδοκλῆς 9. 17. 

ἐν 6. 11, 120, [370]; 9.13; 10. [88], 105; 
11. 34, 36, 39, [73], 87, 103, 114, 120-1, 
129, 213, [219], 229, 232, 280, [302]. 

ἐναντίος 6. 274, 534. 

ἕνεκα 7. 71. ἕνεκεν 7. τῇ, 98. 

ἐνθάδε 12, 26. 

ἐνοχλεῖν 6. 263. 

ἐντεῦθεν 6. 343. 

ἐξαίφνης 6. 351; 10. 111? 

᾿ ἐξελαύνειν 11. 125. 

ἐξετάζειν [6. 343]; 7. 223. 

ἑξῆς 11. 147. 

ἐξουσία 7. 45. 

ἐπαινεῖν 8. 20. 

ἐπεί [6. 163. | 

ἐπειδή 6. 13, 34, 1553 7. 419. 

ἔπειτα 11. 58, 72. 

ἐπί 6. 82, 146, 184, 188, 199, 337, 508; 
7.20, 503 9. 10-115 1Ὁ. 43: 11. 286. 

ἐπιδεικνύναι 6. 348. 

ἐπίκουρος [6. 164.| 

’Emikoupos 9. τό. 

ἐπιμένειν 6. 156. 

ἐπιπίπτειν 10. ITI? 

ἐπιπλεῖν 6. 372. 

ἐπιστολή 7. 280, 337- 

ἐπιτήδειος 6. 658. 

ἐπιτιθέναι 10. 1447; 11. 82. 

ἐπιτρέπειν 6. 135, 350. 

ἐπιτροπὴ 6. 267. 

ἐπίτροπος 6. 244. 

ἐπιτυγχάνειν 8. 52? 

ἐργάζεσθαι 6. 207, 719? 

ἔργον 5. 31; 10. 17. 
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Ι ἤδη 6. 982; 11. 125. 


| ἥλιος 6. 250, 355. 


ἔσχατος 6. 346; 11]. 245. 

ἑταῖρος 6. 240, 257. 

ἕτερος 6. 297-8, 302, 313, 322, 327, 338; 
The 5251 

ἔτος 6. 440; 18. passim. 

εὐδαιμονεῖν 6, 153. 

εὐδαιμονέστερος 6. 229. 

εὐεργεσία 6, 178, 217. 

evepyle 10. 255. 

εὐλαβεῖσθαι 8. 47. 

εὐνοῦχος [10. 130. | 

Εὐριπίδης 11. 87. 

εὑρίσκειν 6, 83; 8. 48; 12. 12. 

εὐσεβής 12. 6. 

εὐτυχία 6. 200. 

εὐφημεῖν 8. 6. 

εὔχεσθαι 11. 147. 

ἔφοδος 10. 96. 

ἐφορμᾶν 11. 78. 

ἔχειν 6, 41, 198, 232, 207, 504, 5533 7. 44; 
59,177, 221; 8.79, [83]; 9. 31?, [37]; 
10. 443 11. 6; 12ers 

ἔχθρα 7. 713 8. 43. 

ἐχθρός 6. [190], 258, 320, 349, 359. 

ἕως 6. [10], 152. 


Ζεύς 5. 33; 7. 108, 216; 11. 76, [163]. 
(ηλότυπ᾽ος 5. 29. ζηλοτύπως 8. 83. 

ὧν 10. 106. 

ζητεῖν 11. 94. 

ζωγρεῖν 10. 75. 


ἤ 6.[196 |, 228, 298-9,[360], 362; 7. 65, 68; 
8. 10, 12; 9.16-173 11. 67, 170, [246]. 

ἡγεῖσθαι 6. 276, 506. 

ἡγεμονία 10. 262, 34? 


ἡδονή 11. 246. 

᾿Ἢϊών 10. 43. 
ἥκειν 6. 132; 8. 41. 
Ἠλεῖος 6. 168. 
ἡλικία 6. 204. 


ἡμέρα 6. 33, 93? 


ἐρεῖν 6. 224, 329; 7. 66-7; 9. 14; 10. 36; | ἡμέτερος θ. 142. 


12. 34. 
Ἑρμῆς 11. 126. 
Ἕρμιππος 11. 119. 
ἐρυθρός 11. 235. 
ἔρχεσθαι 6. 60, 347. 


ἥμισυς 6. 78, 822; (symbol) 9. 36. 


| ἦν (‘I said’) 8. 37, 49. 


ἤπειρος 10. 95. 
Ἡρακλῆς 11: 5; 
ἡσυχία 7, 248. 
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θάνατος 11. 150. 

θαρσεῖν 11. 141. 

Θεμιστοκλῆς 8. 3, 38, 84-5 ; 10. 7. 

Θεοδέκτης 11. 280? 

Θεοζοτίδης (θεοδοτιδης ΠῚ 6. 249, 300. 

Θεόμνηστος (2) 6. 240, 247, 255, 3427; 
(ὁ) 7. 219. . 

θεός 11. 89, 95. θεοί 11. 74°; 12. 30. 

θεράπαινα 6. 238; 7. 60, 96, 472. 

Θεσπιεύς 18, 2. 

θησαυρός 6. 81. 

Θουκυδίδης 11. 115. 

Θρᾷκες 11, 221. 

θρασύς Ἴ. 64. 

Θρασωνίδης 5. 25. 

θύειν [11. 74. | 


“Tanerés 11. 120. 

ἴδιος 7. 70. 

ἱερεύς 12. 73, 81? 

ἱερός 11. 59. 

Ἰίεσθαι 7. 181. 

ἵνα [6. 144 | 

ἱππικός 8. 12. 
Ἱπποθέρσης 6. 74?, 137, 147, 231. 
ἱππολί 11. 346. 
Ἱππομένης 18. 9. 

ἵππος 11, 124, 127. 
iordvat 7. 241; Ll. 72. 
ἱστορία 11. 54. 

ἰσχύς 11. 63. 

ἰσχυΐ 6. 886. 


tows 11, 84. 


Ploy 41.121, 277? 


καθαιρεῖν 6. 197. 

καθάπερ 7. 95, 3302; 11. 45, 49, 167. 

καθιστάναι 8. 46; 12. 15. 

κάθοδος 6. 165. 

kore καί 1]. “τό, 
12. 12. καὶ μήν 7. 58. 

Καινεύς 11. 41, 46-7, 55, 85. 

Καινή 11. 56. ‘ 

καίπερ 11. 171. 

Καῖσαρ 12. 9, 11, 24; 32. 

καίτοι 6. 118, 321. 

κακός 5. 17. 

καλεῖν 6. 483; 10. 57; 11. 107. 

ταχῶς 8. 27,505 7. 220; 8.345 12. 12. 

Καρχηδὼν 6, 370. 


καὶ yap 7. 1873 
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kara 7. 81, 171; 192; 9: 16; 1] 80, 122% 
κατάγειν 6. 190. 

καταγιγνώσκειν 7. 160, 

καταδικάζειν 7, 215. 


| κατακοιμιστής 10. 131. 


κατακόπτειν 11. 70. 
καταλέγειν 11, 53. 

καταλείπειν 10. 102. 
κατασκευάζειν 6. 26ὃ ; 7. 307. 
καταφρονεῖν 6. 419; 7. 109. 
καταφυγή 10. 230? 
κατεπείγεσθαι 7. 30, 43. 
κατέρχεσθαι 6. 12, 38, 42, 45, 115, 178- 
κατέχειν 10. 123? 

κατηγορία Ἴ. 224. 
κατοπτρίζειν 9.19. 

κάτοπτρον ϑ. 10. 

κεῖνος 11. 01. 

κελεύειν 6. 38, 295 ; 7. 21, 214; (11. 74.] 
Κένταυροι 11. 71, 78. 

κεντεῖν 11, 66. 

κηδεστῆς Ἴ. 21 ΤΩ 

Κίμων 10. 38, [62 |. 
κινδυνεύειν 10. 71. 

κίνδυνος 6. 546 : 7. 72. 
Κλείδικος (κλεοδικος ΠῚ 18. 8. 
kan ev 11. 162 ἃ. 

κλῆρος 6. 487, 491. 
Κοάλεμος 11. 107. 

κόγχη 9. 30. 

kowaves 6. 379. 

κομίζεσθαι 6. τό}, 43, 173- 
Κόρινθος 11. 88. 

κρατεῖν 11. 47. 

Κρατῖνος 11. 36. 

κρίσις [6. 139. | 

κριτής 11. 32. 

Κρίτων 7. 220. 

κτᾶσθαι 6. 44. 

κτίσις 11, 214. 

κύαθος 9. 247-8, 33-4. 
Κύπρος [10. 65.| 

κυριεύειν 7. 85. 

κύριος "J. T1Q? 


Λακεδαιμόνιοι 8. 103. 
λαμβάνειν 6. 79, 227, 298, [302], 339; 11. 
266. 


Λαμπροκλῆς 11. 170, 172. 
Λαπίθαι 11. 70. 
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λέγειν δ. 30?, 41}, 43-43; 6. 79, 131, 182, 
340; 7. 47, 95, 193, 290, 3367 ; 8. 4, 
[84]; 10. 7; 11. 37, 39, 55, 89, [120], 
122,175) 240 5,125 10; ΤΠ: 

λειτουργεῖν 7. 20. 

Λεωκράτης 13. 10. 

Adyos 7. 335. 

λογχοφόρος 10, 120 ἢ 

λοιπός 6. 146, 149. 

Ave 11. 251. 

Λυκομήδης 10. 50. 

Λυκόφρων 7. 28, 106, 160, 287. 

λυπεῖν 6. 176. 

Λυσίας 6. 36, 79, 136, 150, 211, 216?, 222. 

Λύσιππος 11. 34, 301. 


μαθητής 11. 172° 

μάλιστα 11. 67. 

μαρτυρεῖν 6, 371. 

μαρτυρία ἤ. 2τῇ. 

μάρτυς 6. 253, 272, 367, 374, 376, 380, 436, 
[438 |, 477, 700-1, 828, 850. 

peyas 6. 328; 8.783 9. 29, 30, 33; 10. 25, 
269°; 11. 138, 164. μέγιστος 6. 218; 8. 
44; 10. 23; 11. 63. 

μεθιέναι 11. 222. 

μεῖξις 11. 95. 

μείων 6. 194? 

Μελησίας (2) 11. 106; (ὁ) 11. 117. 

μέλλειν 7. 85. 

μεμνῆσθαι 6. 222. 

μέν 6. 11, 39, 115, 122, 149, 152, 174, 184, 
[227], 266, 301, 322, 338, 377, 802, B54; 
Th AB, key τη; Bey 194, 288; 9.12; 
10. 8, 10, 58, 71, 84, 102, 123; 11. go, 
[109], 112, 124; 12. 16. 

Μένων 11. 114. 

μέρος 6. 157; 9. 35. 

pera 6. 18, 35-6, 76, 
12. 4,7? 

μεταίχμιον 11. 219? 

μεταμέλησαν 6, 203. 

μέτοικος 6, 154. 

μή 6. 124, 225, 230, 243, 251, 296, 311, 
407 ET 198) 05, 1222, 445 ΠΟ 20 

μηδέ 7. 447. 

μηδείς 6. 545; 7. 43. 

μηκέτι Ἴ. 31. 

μήν 7. 58. 

μηνύειν 6. 310. 


19 792001 10. 12; 
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Μίδων [11. 173 ?| 

Μιθριδάτης 10. 130. 

μικρός 9. 34. “ Cf. μείων. 

Μιλτιάδης 10. 39. 

μίσγεσθαι 11. 57. 

μισθός 6. 332} 

μνᾶ 6. 248; 9. 36. 

Μνασέας 11. 128. Ξ 

μόνος 10. 137; 12. 20. μόνον 68. 
277, 530; 7. 163; 11. 197. 

μουσικός 8. το. 

Μύσιος 15. 699. 
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vai δ. 45. 

Νάξιοι 11, 219? 

ναυμαχία 10. 10, 13. 

ναῦς 6. 369, 387; 10. 73, 98, 267 Ὁ 

νέος 12. 1. 

νὴ Δία 5. 33; 7. 108, 216. 

νῆσος 10. 46. 

Νικαεύς 12. 14. 

Νικόστρατος θ. 1ῇ. 

νομίζειν 8. 49; 10. 94. 

νόμος 6. 128. 

νῦν 5. 30; 6. 181; 7. 80; 11, 30; 12. 34. 
νυνί 6. 13, 194, 233, 267, 804. 

νύξ 10. 105, 115? 


Ξενοκ[ λῆς] 6. 18. 
ξένος 6. 168; 11. 236. 


6. τὰ εἰς τὸν Τίμαιον 9. 13. 
ὄγδοος 9, 35. 

ὁδός 11. 127. 

᾿οδυσσεύς 11. 272. ° 

ὅθεν 7. 28; [10. 36. | 
οἴεσθαι 6. 193; 8. 37; 12. 69? 

οἰκεῖος 6. 337. 

οἰκία 6. 44; 7.57, 81. 

οἰκοδομεῖν 6. 195. 

οἷος 6. 430; 9. 15; 10. 26. οἷός περ 8. 3. 
οἴχεσθαι 6. 11, 36, 61, 163, 185. 

ὀκνεῖν 6. 317, 335- 

ὀλίγος 6. 361; 11. 166. 


πρὸ Tov θ. 256. 


”O)opos 11 110. 


ὅλος 7. 224; 11. 149. 
᾽Ολυμπία 7. 284. 
ὁμιλία ἢ. τό. 


ὅμοιος 6. τοῦ. ὁμοίως 7. 33 11]. 35. 
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ὁμολογεῖν B. 95, 685; ΤᾺ SENG, 

᾿Ομφάλη 11. 121. 

ὀνειδίζειν 6, 180. 

ὁποῖος 12. 16, 

ὁπότερος 6. 138, 140. 

ὅπου 10. 109. 

ὅπως 7. 247. 

ὁρᾶν 6. 206; 7. 81: 9. 11-12; 10. τ907;.11. γ6. 

ὀργή 6. 870. 

ὀργίζεσθαι [6. 119. | 

*Opéorns 11. 280. 

ὄρθιος (ορειος ΠῚ 11. 80. 

δρμᾶσθαι 8. 186. 

ὅρος 11. 124. 

ὅς 5. 30; 6. 31,[ 45], 184, 207, 233, (536); 
fargo, 1847, 220, 334; 8. 46; 10. [9], 
Beto, 120; 12.11. Cf. οὗ: 

és, ἢ δ᾽ ὃς 8. 37. 

ὅσιος 12, 7. 

ὅσος Θ, 234; 10. 58; 11. 184. 

ὅσπερ 7. 79. 

‘Goris 6. 357, 360, 363; 7.21; 8. 42. 

ὁστισοῦν 6. 260. Cf. οὐδοτιοῦν. 

Sree 271, 329; 7. 230; 11. 65. 

Ὁ Ὁ. 110, 104, 481; 7. 24; 8. 83; 10. 8, 
eat ti. 38, tor, [115]; [12. 30.] 

ov, ovk, οὐχ 5. 28, 40; 6. 83, 325, 378, 50, 
504, 552-3, 603; 7. 40; 8. 37; 9. 9, 
14; 11. 45, 50, 58, 101, 166, 197, 239}; 
ἘΠΕ τῶ, 17, 28, 30. 

οὗ 10. τοι. 

οὐγκία (symbol) 9. 37. 

οὐδαμῶς 7. τῇ. 

οὐδέ 6. 14, [151], 172, 198, 203, 264, 294, 
919; [12. 6?] 

ovdeis 6. | 123], 171, 175; 7. 465; 11. 60; 
2.20, 37- 

οὐδέποτε Ἴ. 54, 50, 112. 

οὐδεπώποτε 6. 202. 

οὐδέτερος 7. 115; 8. 20. 

οὐδοτιοῦν 8. 22. 

οὐκέτι 5. 24. 

οὔκουν 7. 91. 

οὐκοῦν 8. 15. 

ΠΣ 6 720, 475, 493; 7. 212,-341; 8. 82; 
9. 33. δ᾽ οὖν 12. 18. μὲν οὖν 6, 149}, 
ΠΥ Θ. 12; 11. τ. 

οὐσία 6. [0] 20, 245, 268. 

οὔτε 6. 32, 43-4, 177, 179, 263; 7. 18, 24, 
92, 94, 237, 239; 8. 21, 27; 11. 59, 60. 
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οὗτος 6. 5, 32, 43, 76, 81, 135, 140, 144, 171, 
223, 225, 220, 259, [261], 340, 354. 383, 
489, 555, 558, 596?, 848; 7. 14, 56, 62, 
65, 67, 69, 79, 83, 89, 93, 99, 125, 214, 
230; 8.53; 9.13; 11. 42, 69,[73], 76, 83, 
86, | 108], 118, 167, 225; 12. 2, 3,9, 37?, 
TI. otra(s) 5. 39; 6. 242,349, 357, 300, 
ANUS 8 ἡ. 5 5.18. 1150 εὖ ΠΡ 101 
165, 302. 

οὐχί 11. 48. 

ὀφθαλμός 7. 86. 


παιδάριον 8. 46. 

παιδεύειν 11, 118. 

παιδίσκη 6. 492. 

παῖς ὅ. 282; 1]. 59, 163. 

πάλιν 6. 368, 

Παλλάς 11. 162, [176]. 

παντελῶς 6. 151? 

παρά 6. 79, 173, 216, 296, 298, 302, 315, 
318, 327, [338], 5373 1. 45, 47, 65-8, 
505.» LOm 2 LO) 11:38: δὴ. 12. το. 20, 
mapa| 6. 21, 532; 10. 2:1]. 

παράδειγμα 12. 33. 

παραθαλάττιος 10. 50. 

παραλαμβάνειν 6. 91. 

παράνομα 6. 458? 

παραποιεῖν 11. 165 ἢ, 175. 

παρασιωπᾶν 7. 69. 

παρασκευάζειν 6, 358. 

παρατάσσειν 10. 69. 

παραχρῆμα 10. 60. 

παρεῖναι 5. 22? 

παρεκβαίνειν 10. 37. 

παρέργως 7. 223. 

παρέχειν 6. 166, 170, 464. 

παρθένος 11. 93. 

Πάριοι 11, 226. 

παριστάναι 6, 473? 

παροίμιον 11. 243? 

παροινεῖν 7, 413? 

Πάρος 11. 224? 

was 6, 193, 241, [2992]; 7. 21, 421. 

πάσχειν 6. 351, 3543 7. 88. 

Παταρεύς 11. 120. 

πατήρ 8. 39; 11. 108, 113. 

πάτριος 6. 508. 

πατρίς 6. 188. 

πείθειν 6, 169, 257; 12. 33. 

Πειραιεύς 6. ΤΙ. 
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Πελασγοί 10. 228, 

Πέλοψ 11. 125. 

πέμπειν [6. 165]; 7. 280. 

πέμπτος 11. 152. 

πενθεῖ 11. 139. 

πέντε 11. 35. 

πεντήκοντα 6, 22 ; 10. 66. 

περ. οἷός περ 8. 3. 

περί 6. 140-1, 177, 179, 182, 230, 233, 
334, 336; 352, 649; 7-401, 451; 8.[1], 
4; 9. 12; 10. 6, τὸ, 12, 64; 11: 40-1, 
55, [103], 102) τη9 τὸ eter nace 
248, [281]. 

περιεῖναι 9, 21. 

περίεργος 6. 270. 

περιιστάναι 6. 947 ? 

περιορᾶν 6. 345. 

περιπίπτειν 10, 104. 

Πέρσαι 10. 44, [64]. 

περσέπολις 11. 162, 176. 

πέρυσι 6. 690? 

πέτρη 11. 81. 

πιθανός 7. 18, 94, 173, 236. 

πιπράσκειν 6. 40. 

πίστις 6. 472} 

Πλάτων 11. 113. 

πλῆθος 6. 37. 

mryov, 6. 823. 

πλουσιώτατος 6. 153, 725- 

Πλοῦτοι 11. 36. 

πόθεν J. AT, 

ποιεῖν 6.64, 192, 219, 275, 287, 442; 7. 
49, 392: 11. 61, 77; 12. 8, 14. 

ποιητής 11. 119. 

πολεμαδόκος 11. 162 ἃ. 

Πολέμαρχος [6. 8. ] 

πολεμεῖν 11, 71. 

πολέμιος 6, 187, 503; 10. 97. 

Πολέμων [11. 102.] 

πόλις 6.142, 189; 7. 287; 8. δὸν 10. 10, 
21, [57]. 

πολίτης 6. IQI, 201. 

mots 6. 33, 71, [162], 206, 265, 544; 7. 
86; 10. 7o-1, ror, 1063 11.49. πλείων 
6. 470. 

πόρρω 8. 40. 

Ποσειδέων 11. 57, 61. 

ποτέ 6, 858; 10. 2; 11. 169. 

πότερον 8, 7, 11; 11. 168. 

πρᾶγμα 6. 139, 286, 433; 10. 126? 
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πρᾶξις 6. 851; 10. 22, 194. 

πράττειν 8. 137, 231, 2593 7. 

πρίασθαι 6. 511. 

πρίν 6. 250, 261. : ° 

πρό 6. 256; 7. 86. 

προαγγέλλειν 10. 12. 

προαιρεῖσθαι 7. 405 ὃ 

προήκειν Θ. 354. 

προθυμεῖσθαι 6, 145. 

προθύμως 7. 22. 

προκεῖσθαι 11. 96. 

πρός 6. 86, 237, [241], 338, [389], 451, 
460, 563; 7. 15, (19), 25, 61, 69, [98] 
[209], 394; 8. 45, [83]; 10. 31, 50, 67, 
98,129; 11. 51? 

προσεύχεσθαι δ. 38. 

προσήκοντα 6. 148? 

προσνέμειν 11, 173. 

προσφέρεσθαι J. 103. 

πρότερον 7.19; 8. 10, 14. 

προτίθεσθαι 7. 70 Ὁ 

πρόχειρος 7. 71 ὃ ' 

πρῶτος 12.15. πρῶτον 6. 121; 11. 265. 

Πτολεμαῖος 11. 370? 

πυνθάνεσθαι [10. 62. | 

πῦρ 11. 195, 3006. 

πυρσός 10. 116? 

πωλεῖν 6. 19, 123. 

πώποτε 6. 175. 

πῶς 5. 41; 6. 321, 344, 539; 7. Eyam 
11, 94. - 
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ῥῆμα 5. 42. 


σαφής 5. 49? 
σεαυτοῦ 8. 2. 
σεμνύνειν 12. 9. 
σῆμα 11. 82. 

σίδηρος 11. 66. 

σκηνή 10. 88. 
σκῆπτρον 11. 44, 48. 
σκυπεῖν 6. 384. 
Σκῦρος 10. 46. 
σοφώτατος 10. 27? 
σπεύδειν 7, 238? 
σπουδάζειν 10. 15. 
Στέφανος 11. 106, 112, 117. 
στεφανοῦν 7. 2806. 


"Στησίχορος 11. 169. 


στόλος 10. 64. f 
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στρατεία 6. 574. 

στρατεύειν 6. 189; 11. 248. 

στρατηγεῖν 10. 39. 

στρατηγύς 10. 85. 

στρατιώτης 10. 114? 

στρατί 10. 136. 

Στρυμών 10. 44. 

συγγνώμη 6. 231. 

συγγραφεύς 11. 109. 

συγκεῖσθαι 6. 94. 

συκοφαντεῖν 6. 3?, 2053; 7. 331? 

συλλαμϑάνειν 6. 28. 

συμβάλλειν 6. 486? 

σύμμαχος 10. 42. 

συμπείθειν 10. 61. 

. συμπολιτεύεσθαι 7, 210. 

Spero; 11.146; 12.1. ὑμεῖς 6. 35; 134, 
ΠῚ 1 15O, 152, 073,207, 220, 228, 234, 
241, 328, 342, 371, 373? 537) 554: 9233 | 
7. 159; 12. 34. 

συμφορά 6. 80, 121, 155, 200. 

συνειδέναι 6, 316 ἢ 

συνεκδιδόναι 6. 323. 

συνθήκη 6. 39, 45, 127. 

συνοιΐκ 7. 118. 

συντάσσειν 10. 65. 

σφάλλειν [1]. 50. | 

σφόδρα 6. 349, 419. 

σχεδόν 6. 241. 

Σωκράτης 8. 6, 93, 150. 

σῶμα 6. 352; 7. 32, 76? 

Σωσιάδης 6. 023, 737?, 781? 

σωφρονεῖν 7. 162, 185. 


τάλαντον 6. 30, 170. 

τάξις 7. 60. 

taxa 6. 475. 

me Ὁ. [τό], 259; 7: 110; 10. τὸ. 
τεῖχος 6. 195. 

τεκμήριον 6. 328; 7. 212. 
τέκνον 11. 93. 

τελεῖν 12. ΤΙ, 19, 26, 36. 
τέλεος 6, 201 2 

τελετή 12. 27. 

τελευτί 6. 577. 


τέλος 6. 170. 
ter(dprn) 9. 31. 
τετρακόσιοι. οἱ τετ. 6. 184. 


τετταράκοντα 10. 68 ; 11. 33. 
τέτταρες 11. 31. 


τέως 7. 288. 

τηλικοῦτος 7. 53. 

τίκτειν 1]. 59 (τεκέν), 92. 

Ῥίμαιος 9. 13. 

τιμή 6. 14, 78; 10. 23. 

τιμωρία 7, 80. 

τίς δ. 262°; 6. 225, 228, (349), 357, 360, 
362, 417; 7. 63, 07 δ᾽. 105, 212; [10. 
16, 237]; 11. 146. 

τις 6. 351, 477, 494, 499, 694; 7. 89, 187; 
10. 229; 11. 65, 84, 94. 

τοίνυν 6. 34, 76, 301, 368, 8.77, 385: 

τοιοῦτος 6. 120, 174, 183, 5053; 8. 28, 42-3, 
ὙΠ2.; 9. 15; 121 20: 

τοῖχος 7. 15, 30, 41, 93. 

τόκος 6. 312,.314. 

τολμᾶν 6, 260, 432. 

τόπος 10. 135, 138. 

τοσοῦτος 6. 347; 10. τό. 

tore 6. 197, 231; 10. 6; 11. 65. 

τουτέστι 8. 53. 

τρέπεσθαι 10. 110. 

τρέφειν 11. 116. 

τριάκοντα 6, 247. 

τριακόσιοι 6. 164. 

τριηραρχὶ 6. 724. 

τρίτος 11. 110? 

τρόπος 6. 506. 

τυγχάνειν 6. 142, 681; 10. 121, 178. 

τύχη 6. 350. 


oi tp. 6. 82, 122, 160. 


vids 11. [106], 110, [116]. 

ὑμέτερος 6. 37, 120, 158, 192, 199, 510. 

ὑπέρ 6. 238, 5553 7. 184, 333; 8. 353 
11. 389. 

ὑπερβολή 7. 81, 171}. 

ὑπερήμερος 6. 251, 356. 

ὑπέχειν 7, QO. 

ὑπό 6. [160], 182, 258, 313, [358]; 7. 412; 
8. 98. 10..ϑ τ. 25 ΤΟΣ 11 ΠΡ 2 90) 
282. 

ὑπολαμβάνειν 7. I11; 10. 32, 99. 

ὑπομένειν ‘7, 22. 

ὑπομιμνήσκειν 10. 8. 


φαίνεσθαι δ. 36; 6. 239; 9. 9. 

φάναι 5. 453 6. 302, 493-4}; 8.6; 9.18; 
ΤΙ 110, ©r4, 270 281: 15:11 

φανερός 7. 330. 

Φαρσάλιος 11, 111. 
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φάσκειν 6. 298, 339, 440?, 466, 561, 703. 

φαῦλος 8. 35, 40, 56. 

φέρειν ἃ. 86, 537. 

Φερενδάτης 10. 86. 

φεύγειν 6. 35, 163, 174, 183, 185, 427; 
10. 98. 

φίλιος 10. Tot. 

φίλος 6. 256. 

φιλοφρονέστερον 7. TOL? 

φόβος 10. 112? 

φρονεῖν 6. 195. 

φροντι[ 6. 546. 

Φρύνιχος 11, 160, 171. 

φύλαξ 10. 104. 

φωνεῖν 6. 660. 


χαλεπῶς 6. 86. 
χαλεπώτατος 10. 30. 
χαλκός 11. 67. 
Χαμαιλέων 11. τ68. 
Χάριππος 7. 283. 
χάρις 6. 172, [216]. 
Χάροψ (χαιος ΠῚ) 138. 6. 
χίλιοι 6. 331. 


INDICES 


χορηγεῖν 6. 329. 
χρεία 7. 27. 

Xpéuns' 7.572 

χρή 6. 343. 

χρῆμα 6. 161, [167], 488; 11. 68. 
χρῆσθαι 7. 213, 215. 
χρ(ῆσις) 11. 56 marg. 
χρησμός 11.-130. 
χρηστός 6. 145. 
χρόνος 10. 70. 

χρον 6. 762. 

χώρα 10. 214. 


ψηφίζεσθαι 6. 139, 235, 388. 
ψηφί 6. 791. 


ὦ 6. 71.{τ14], 220,[368], 377, 383, [859]; 
7. 221; 8. 6, (so. 


ὠνεῖσθαι 6. 15, 40, 73, 119, 123° 
és 6. 115, 117, 325, 369, [377], 6593 
7. 19, 339; 9.175 11. 43, 148. 
ὥσπερ 6. 81, 252; 12. 20, 24. 
ὥστε 6. 193, 243, 355, 420; 
8. 24, 51; 10. 94; 11 τὴ 


7. 64, 463; 


II. SUBJECTS DISCUSSED IN THE INTRODUCHIGNS AND. 


Abas 30, 38. 

abbreviations 22,95,97,129- 
30, 147, 189. 

Academic school 94. 

Achaeus 146. 

Acrocorinthus 32. 

Acusilaus 127-8, 141-3. 

Aeschines 209-10, 

Aeschines Socraticus 88—go, 
118. 

Agatharchides 111, 142. 

Alcibiades 88-90. 

Alemaeon, archon 154. 

Alexandria 151. 

Alexandrian librarians 130-1. 

Alexion 132. 

amnesty in 403 B.C, 50. 


NOTES. 


(The numbers refer to pages.) 
(a) ENGLISH AND LATIN. 


Anaschetus 78, 87. 

Andreas 109. 

Apollo 128, 143. 

Apollodorus 90, 93. 

Arad 25, 

archons 154. 

Arctinus 128, 145-6. 

Argives 27, 30, 102. 

Aristarchus 129, 131. 

Aristides 151. 

Aristodemus ΤΟΙ, 107, 112, 

118-10, 122. 

Aristophanes 128-9,146,165. 

Aristophanes of Byzantium 
130-1. 

Artabanus 
124-5. 


LOZ 112, [18 


| Artaxerxes 99, 102, τού, 


118-19, 124-5. 
Asclepiades of Myrlea 130. 
Athenians 107, 126. 
Augustus 150-1. 


Bacchylides 27-9. 

Barbari Excerpta 
154-5. 

Bellerophon 45. 

Bithynia 150-1. 

Boges 120. 

book-form in papyri 6, 8, το, 
12,15, 19, 21, 155-6, 162, 
165, 168. 

Boreas 145. 

Bucolic poets 169. 


Latina 
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Byzantium 100, 120, 


Cadmus 31. 

Caeneus 127-8, 130-3, 142. 

Caesar-worship 148-51. 

Callisthenes 105, 107, 122-3. 

Callistratus 132. 

Caria 100-1. 

Carthage 51. 

Cerberus 28, 31. 

Chamaeleon 129, 147. 

Charippus 75, 87. 

Charon of Lampsacus 99. 

Cimon 99-102, 107-8, 110, 
112, 120-1, 126. 

Clidicus, archon 155. 

Clitarchus 105, 118. 

comedy 127, 130-2, 140--1. 

contractions 1, 3, 7,8, 10,15, 
19, 22, 24-5. 

@omnth 27, 32, 45. 

Crantor 95. 

Cratea 46. 

Cratinus, Πλοῦτοι 127, 141. 

Cratippus 105, 109, 112. 

critical marks go, 129, 167, 
187, 190: 

Criton 78, 87. 

Ctesias 105, 112, 125. 

Cyprus 100, 102, 104, 106-7, 
Pre, 122, 


dactylo-epitritic metre 528, 
31-2, 41-3. 

Decelea 7o. 

Demeter 149-50. 

Democritus 94-6. 

dialect, Doric 128, 143, 169, 
177-9; lonic 95, 127-8, 
143, 181-2, 187-9. 

Didymus 129, 132, 148. 

digressions 107, 110, 112-13, 
118. 

Dinon 99, 105, 118, 125. 

Dio Cassius 149-51. ᾿᾿᾽ 

Diodorus 98-113, 118-25. 

Dionysius ὁ μουσικός 132. 

Dionysus 27, 29--21, 39, 40. 

Dioxippus 75, 87. 

dithyrambs 27-9. 

drachmae 97. 


Eion 100,107, 109, 112,120. 

Eleusinian mysteries 149. 

emendations confirmed (1) 
Aeschines 209; (2) Her- 
mas 15; (3) Plato 200; 
(4) Theocritus 170; (5) 
Thucydides rg1, 194. 

Empedocles 94-6. 

Ephorus gg-102, 105-13, 
118-25. 


| Epicurus 94-6. 


Eratosthenes 129-32, 146. 
Euboea 100-1, 126. 
Eudorus 95. 

Euripides, ᾿Αλκμέων ὁ διὰ 
Κορίνθου 128, 143; Orestes 
163-4. 

Eurymedon 100-2, 
110-12, 122. 


106, 


Eusebius 154. 


| festival at Olympus 31. 
| Frontinus 101,107, 112,122. 


Geta 45-6. 
Gorgons 30, 38-9. 


Harmonia 31, 44. 

Harpocration 48, 51, 73, 77- 

Hellanicus 129, 147. 

Flellenica Oxyrhynchia 109- 
13. 

Helots 102. 

Heracles 28, 40, 145. 

Heraclides 105, 107, 118. 

Hermas papyri 15. 

Hermippus, Japetus 
130, 145. 

Herodicus 132. 

Herodotus 100, 109, 112-13, 
IIg—20, 181-2. 

hiatus 107, 120, 179, 210, 
213-15. 

Hippocrates 97. 

Hippolytus 19. 

Hippotherses 48-50. 

homilies 21-5. 

homoioteleuton 7, 15, 18. 

horse-worship 151. 

Hyperides 75-8. 


128, 


Ion, Omphale 128-9, 145. 
Isocrates 108. 


Jerome 154. 

judges at contests 127, 141. 

Julius Caesar 150-1. 

Justin 162,107, Tog, 112; 
120, 124. 


Lamprocles 129, 131, 146-7. 

Lasus 27, 41-2. 

Latin versions 2, 4, 6, 10-12, 
15. 

liquid measures 95, 97--. 

loan, action concerning 51. 

logaoedic metre 28, 30. 

Lycia 129. 

Lycomedes 100, 121. 

Lycophron 75-7, 86. 

Lycurgus 75-6, τοι. 

Lysias 48-50. 

Lysippus, Bacchae 127, 129, 
141. 

Lysithides 118, 126. 


Manto 143. 
Marcellinus 128, 144-5. 
Men 151. 

Menander 45-6. 

metres 28, 30-3, 41-3. 
metrology 95, 97 ὃ. 
Miltiades 108, 

mina 95, 98. 

mirrors 94-5. 
miscellanies 132. 
Mithridates 124-5. 
Mnaseas 128. 130-1, 145. 
Muses 30. 


Naxians 129. 
Nepos 118, 122. 
Nicaea 149-51. 
Nicomedia 150. 


Odysseus 129. 
Oeniadae 199. 
Olympia 87. 
Olympus 31. 
Omphale 145. 
Orestes 147. 
Orthagoridae 109-13. 


232 


Pallas, ode to 128-33. 

Pamphila 132. 

parents and children 89. 

Parians 129. 

Passion, the 19. 

Paul, epistles of St. 12. 

Pausanias I00. 

Pelasgians 100, 120-1, 126. 

Pelops 145. 

Pentecontaétia 98-113. 

Penthesilea 128, 145-06. 

Perseus 30, 38-9. 

Persians 99-102, 
121-5. 

Phanias 118. 

Phanodemus for, 105. 

Pherendates 101, 106, 123. 

Phorcys 30, 38. 
Phrynichus .129, 131, 146. 
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EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND 


GRAECO-ROMAN' BRANCH. 


“2 EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND, which has conducted Archaeological research 

in Egypt since 1882, 2 1897 started a special department, called the Graeco-Roman 

Branch, for the discovery and publication of remains of classical antiquity and early 
Christianity in Egypt. 

The Graeco-Roman Branch issues annual volumes, each of about 250 quarto pages, with 
Sacsimile plates of the more important papyri, under the editorship of Pros. GRENFELL and 
Hunt. 

A subscription of One Guinea to the Graeco-Roman Branch entitles subscribers to the annual 
volume, and to attendance at the Fund's lectures in London and elsewhere. A donation of L25 
constitutes life membership. Subscriptions may be sent to the Honorary Treasurers—for 
England, Mr. J. Grarton Mine, 13 Tavistock Square, London, W.C. 1; and for America, 
Mr. Cuester I. CamppBett, 503 Tremont Temple, Boston, Mass. 
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